Quality of Life and Civic Involvement in Three Urban Knoxville Neighborhoods by Thurman, Drew
University of Tennessee, Knoxville
Trace: Tennessee Research and Creative
Exchange
Masters Theses Graduate School
5-2002
Quality of Life and Civic Involvement in Three
Urban Knoxville Neighborhoods
Drew Thurman
University of Tennessee - Knoxville
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate School at Trace: Tennessee Research and Creative Exchange. It has been
accepted for inclusion in Masters Theses by an authorized administrator of Trace: Tennessee Research and Creative Exchange. For more information,
please contact trace@utk.edu.
Recommended Citation
Thurman, Drew, "Quality of Life and Civic Involvement in Three Urban Knoxville Neighborhoods. " Master's Thesis, University of
Tennessee, 2002.
https://trace.tennessee.edu/utk_gradthes/2189
To the Graduate Council:
I am submitting herewith a thesis written by Drew Thurman entitled "Quality of Life and Civic
Involvement in Three Urban Knoxville Neighborhoods." I have examined the final electronic copy of this
thesis for form and content and recommend that it be accepted in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of Master of Science, with a major in Public Administration.
Bruce E. Tonn, Major Professor
We have read this thesis and recommend its acceptance:
Cecilia Zanetta, Virginia Steitz
Accepted for the Council:
Dixie L. Thompson
Vice Provost and Dean of the Graduate School
(Original signatures are on file with official student records.)
To the Graduate Council: 
 
I am submitting herewith a thesis written by Drew Thurman entitled “Quality of Life and 
Civic Involvement in Three Urban Knoxville Neighborhoods.” I have examined the final 
electronic copy of this thesis for form and content and recommend that it be accepted in 
partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Science in Planning, 
with a major in Planning. 
 
 
 
      Bruce E. Tonn 
      Bruce Tonn, Major Professor 
 
 
 
We have read this thesis and 
recommend its acceptance: 
 
 
Cecilia Zanetta 
 
 
Virginia Seitz 
 
 
 
 
      Acceptance for the Council: 
 
      Dr. Anne Mayhew 
Vice Provost and Dean of 
Graduate Studies 
 
 
 
 
 
(Original signatures are on file in the Graduate Student Services Office) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
QUALITY OF LIFE AND CIVIC INVOLVEMENT IN THREE URBAN KNOXVILLE 
NEIGHBORHOODS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A thesis 
Presented for the 
Master of Science in Planning Degree 
The University of Tennessee, Knoxville 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Drew Christopher Thurman 
May, 2002 
 ii 
Dedication 
 
 
This thesis is to my parents, Nellie Bare & Kenneth Lee Thurman and Donald Bare, who 
provide constant inspiration in my life, the rest of my family, for supporting all of my 
endeavors, and to Knoxville, a welcoming city that became a second home. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 iii 
Acknowledgements 
 
While this thesis is a personal project and expression of views, it exists in part, due to 
others support and encouragement. It has benefited from other people’s intellect, and it is 
product of collaborative support from many individuals and organizations. Working on 
this thesis has strengthened ties that already existed and helped me foster new friendships 
and respect created as a part of working on this thesis. Principal among these are: 
 
Nellie Bare, my mother, for her unwavering support in all of my endeavors. Together 
with the rest of my family, she has created an environment that encourages and 
challenges me to succeed. Without her support, I would not have been able to accomplish 
any goals that I have set for myself. 
 
Bruce Tonn, who has served as a mentor throughout my experience with the Department 
of Urban and Regional Planning. The environment he fosters through direction, guidance, 
and his emphasis on thinking “out-of-the-box” has challenged me to set the bar higher for 
myself and to use my imagination so that I will continue to grow and learn.  
 
Regina Block, together with The Partnership for Neighborhood Improvement (PNI), has 
provided priceless logistical and financial support for the distribution of the 
questionnaires. PNI was willing to associate their namesake with my study providing 
legitimacy and ensuring the success with response rates. Their support was paramount in 
the successful implementation of this study 
 
Cecillia Zanetta and Virginia Seitz, also mentors, have inspired me by enriching the 
education and experiences that I received as a student in the planning program. They 
have always been willing and available to consult with me when I was in need of 
direction.  
 
Nancy Loftis, at the University of Tennessee, has been an incredible help with nearly 
everything that I have done. Logistically, she has been the oil that kept the gears working 
for several of us in the planning program. All students going through planning learn to 
appreciate Nancy and her work for the Department of Urban and Regional Planning. 
 
Dr Minkel, for his unwavering support for the students in which he is an administrator. 
His willingness to make sure that student academic needs are always met. 
 
Linda Daugherty, at the Social Science Research Institute at the University of Tennessee, 
for her willingness to work with me on survey design and the analysis of data. 
 
Conn Mcanally, at Knoxville Geographic Information Systems (KGIS), assisted with the 
formation of a comprehensive address lists conforming to the neighborhood boundaries 
that had been specified. His assistance had the affect of reducing the time it took to create 
a reliable address database by several weeks. 
 
 iv 
Deborah Thompson-Wise, Librarian for the Planning Department, without her help I 
would have been lost in a sea of information. 
 
Neighborhood associations and groups such as the Council of Involved neighborhoods 
(COIN), the Old Sevier Avenue Community Group, Morningside Park Neighborhood 
Group, and the Island Home Homeowners Association were very helpful in the formation 
of the study and encouraging their neighbors to fill out the survey. Julia tucker and Diana 
Conn were the most notable individuals who provided the most assistance from these 
groups. 
 
Without the residents from the neighborhoods who took time to reply to the survey, I 
would have had no data in which to analyze and write.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 v 
Abstract 
 
 
This thesis, contributes to the methodology and operationalization for measurement of 
neighborhood quality of life. Three neighborhoods in Knoxville, TN were surveyed via a 
mail-in questionnaire in order to analyze residents cognitive perceptions of life quality. 
Descriptive statistics related to Quality of Life and Civic Engagement were calculated 
and a regression model with a neighborhood quality of life dependent variable was 
estimated. It was concluded that affluence was closely related to life quality and civic 
participation. Furthermore, two distressed federally designated Empowerment Zone 
neighborhoods displayed differing levels of attachment to their community and 
perceptions of their life quality. Race was determined to be a contributing factor with 
these phenomena. 
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Chapter 1: Thesis Statement and Introduction 
Thesis Statement 
The purpose of this research is to contribute to the literature concerned with methodology 
in measuring quality of life (QOL). Specifically, to operationalize and measure the 
concepts of “neighborhood” quality of life (NQOL) as outlined by Darlene Russ-Eft’s 
article entitled “Components Comprising Neighborhood Quality of Life”1. Furthermore, 
to construct a model of NQOL using regression analysis and to explore connections that 
NQOL has with civic participation and involvement. 
 
Introduction 
This thesis is organized into three major sections, each of which contains two or more 
chapters. The major sections are organized as follows: 
 
PART I:  INTRODUCTION TO QUALITY OF LIFE 
PART II:  RESEARCH APPROACH 
PART III:  RESULTS  
 
The first section contains two chapters. The present chapter contains the thesis statement 
and an introduction to the rest of the paper. A review of literature pertaining to 
measurement of QOL and literature on civic participation is discussed in Chapter 2. 
 
The second section, Research Approach, provides an overview of how the study was 
constructed and implemented. First, an overview of how the indicators were chosen and 
derived will be discussed in Chapter 3. The choice of neighborhoods and the formation of 
boundaries is explained in Chapter 4. Lastly, factors contributing to the survey design and 
implementation are discussed in Chapter 5. 
 
                                                 
1 Russ-Eft, Darlene.  "Identifying Components Comprising Neighborhood Quality of Life." Social 
Indicators Research 6 (1979): 349-372. 
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In section three, the results of the study are presented in detail. The demographic results 
are discussed in Chapter 6. NQOL descriptive statistics are discussed in Chapter 7. The 
results of civic participation and involvement are discussed in Chapter 8. A regression 
model for NQOL was constructed and explained in Chapter 9. Finally, the conclusions 
are discussed in Chapter 10. For further reference, four appendices are supplied. 
Appendix A is comprised of the questionnaire packet that was distributed to the residents. 
Appendix B, C, and D are comprised by frequency tables for survey variables for the 
neighborhoods of Island Home, Morningside, and Old Sevier, Respectively. 
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Chapter 2: Review of QOL Methodology 
Defining QOL for Measurement 
Creating an acceptable definition of QOL is very difficult. For this reason, authors 
perform a careful dance around their introductions. It is this researcher’s opinion that one 
can only understand a researcher’s conceptualization of QOL by examining how they 
have chosen to operationalize and measure it. Common terms, used as synonyms, appear 
regularly when reading the literature. Among these terms are well being, happiness, 
satisfaction, delight, attainment, affluence, and ability. 
 
Angus Campbell is among the first researchers to publish a comprehensive study on 
QOL. His work is cited in nearly all of the current literature that was reviewed. In his 
book The Quality of American Life, he begins with a discussion of American affluence an 
the economic fortunes in which we are still prospering.  It is this researcher’s opinion that 
reading Campbell’s commentary will provide an understanding of how he conceptualizes 
QOL.  
  
“The quality of life has taken on new dimensions, and the national concern has turned increasingly 
from its focus on the needs of the “ill-housed, ill-clad, ill-nourished” to the needs of all the people 
for equity, participation, respect, challenge, and personal growth.  The “revolution of rising 
expectations” is not simply a desire for a larger house and a second car but a growing demand for 
the fulfillment of needs which are not basically material but are primary needs of the “spirit,” 
needs for a larger and more satisfying life experience.”2 
 
Campbell addresses both material and spiritual needs that he believes affect Americans 
life quality. His body of work, mostly completed in the late 1960’s and 70’s, contributed 
to several other researchers who also work with conceptualization and measurement of 
QOL. 
 
Much of Campbell’s material was cited during an increase in research concerning social 
indicators. The increased interest during the late 1970’s and early 1980’s is reflected by 
                                                 
2 Campbell, Angus; Converse, Philip E.; Rodgers, Willard L. The Quality of American Life . New York: 
Russel Sage foundation, 1976. 
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the search results for literature concerning QOL methodology. While searching literature, 
a wave of publishing concerned with QOL was noticed that began to rise  and crest into 
the early 1970’s and taper off after the 1980’s. There has been much less QOL and social 
indicators research since that crest. Frank M. Andrews, another notable researcher 
referred to this period as the social indicator movement.3 
 
Andrews’ book Research on the Quality of Life provides a more in depth 
conceptualization of QOL than that of Campbell’s. Andrews edited a book containing 
publications from several researchers working in QOL. In this collection of papers, 
Abbey and Andrews presented three popular answers to the question: “ How is it that 
people come to feel as they do about their well-being?”4 They assert that most researchers 
answer this question using one of the following three approaches. 
  
In the first approach, researchers tried to answer the question by studying demographic 
and social classification variables. These included age, sex, race, education, income, 
marital status, and stage of the family life cycle. Another approach asserts that there is a 
hypothesized “gap” between what people have and what they aspire to. 5  Gap theorists 
believe “that people whose actual life conditions and aspirations are closely matched will 
assess their life as much higher than will people for whom there is a large gap between 
actuality and aspirations”. 6 Lastly, researchers search for the answer using cognitive 
approaches rooted in psychology. They attempt “to link the perceived well being 
concepts from the social indicators movement to some of the currently promising 
concepts from psychology” 7 
 
                                                 
3 Andrews, Frank M., ed. Research on the Quality of Life . Michigan: University of Michigan, 1986 
4 Ibid. p.86 
5 Ibid. p.86.  
6 Ibid. p.86 
7 Ibid. p.86 
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Types of Indicators 
As stated earlier, a researcher’s definition of QOL can be approached by studying how it 
is operationalized and measured. The social indicators movement, in essence, was an 
exploration of measuring, quantifying, and qualifying QOL through different indicators 
chosen by researchers. Choice of the indicators is the center of discussion in many 
disciplines concerned with social indicators. The debate is that of subjectivism versus 
objectivism. Social indicators are generally classified by one of these two contested 
forms. This debate is given more attention in the following paragraphs. 
 
As stated above, the “objective versus subjective debate” exists in most disciplines and 
on all levels of their research. QOL is not isolated from this. For QOL, the subjective 
versus objective debate involves a few themes. They are: 
 
1. What indicators are chosen for measurement? 
2. Are the indicators chosen objective or subjective? 
3. How much of an impact does the indicator have on life quality? 
 
The interpretation of these themes has stirred much disagreement about what is the best 
way to measure QOL. In a review by Rogers and Findley conducted on other literature 
concerning QOL indicators, they alluded to suggestions that “ a definitive list of 
dimensions is impossible to achieve”. 8  Perhaps this is true; the arguments, however, 
need to be presented in order to understand the method of measurement that was chosen 
for this study. The three themes cannot be separated because they are all interrelated and 
they will be discussed interrelatedly with detail below.  
 
For the purpose of this study, the word subjective will be defined as “proceeding or 
taking place within a persons mind and having no direct connection to the external 
world.” This definition of subjective places the human experience as the frame of 
reference. Individuals interpret their human experiences differently. Because of this, 
                                                 
8 Rogerson, R J, A M Findlay, A S Morris, M G Coombes. "Indicators of Quality of Life:  Some 
Methodological Issues." Environment and Planning 21 (1989): 1655-1666. P.1655 
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subjective data are considered “soft” and are generally criticized by their limitations such 
as reliability and validity.   
 
Conversely, objective information will be defined as having to do with a material object 
and having an actual existence in reality. Objective measurements of QOL consist of 
several specific scientifically reliable indicators. To measure QOL objectively, a list of 
objective indicators is compiled, the indicators are weighted, and then measured using the 
method that the researcher chooses. Objective indicators however, because they are 
considered to exist in reality, are generally highly reliable such as household income, the 
number of children a family has, the number of deaths per one thousand people, and 
others. 
 
It is important to keep in mind that, although the indicators may be objective or 
subjective, the process of measuring QOL is subjective. Researchers introduce 
subjectivity through their choice of indicators. Merely choosing to use objective 
indicators does not make a research project free of subjective decisions. Choosing 
objective indicators in order to quantify a social condition is itself a subjective decision. 
Friedhelm Gehrmann’s paper entitled “Valid Empirical Measurements of Quality of Life” 
comments on this subjective nature by which measurements can be manipulated. “These 
statements, of course, raise the question of whether or not quality of life measurement is 
to be considered as an instrument of ‘manipulation’.”9 
 
It is also important to discuss some qualities associated with objective and subjective 
indicators. Objective indicators’ two most valuable qualities are the ease in which they 
are measured and their reliability. A vast majority of popular objective indicators can be 
measured in any city, state, nation, or geopolitical boundarty. They can be measured in 
time series such as every five to ten years. Objective indicators have high statistical 
                                                                                                                                                 
 
9 Gehrmann, Friedhelm. " 'Valid' Empirical Measurements of Quality of Life By." Social Indicators 
Research 5 (1978): 73-109. p. 107 
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reliability. That is, if another researcher were to try to replicate the experiment, their 
results, statistically, would be very close. In addition, objective indicators are often 
cheaper to compile because one popular source is the United States Decennial Census. 
Compiling the indicators can be as easy as getting up-to-date census information.  
 
Subjective measurements also have certain intrinsic strengths that make their use 
desirable. Surveying and interviewing are two common ways of obtaining subjective 
measurements. Participants in subjective research projects are generally able to specify, 
through choices on a questionnaire or dialogue, their answers to questions in which they 
are queried. For QOL surveys, the participants are often asked to respond to questions 
using a scale representing a condition of “satisfied to unsatisfied” or “happy to unhappy”. 
Subjective indicators are used in an attempt to understand the human experience. The 
information gathered by this method relates to the personal experiences of the research 
participants.  
 
Interviewing is perhaps the best way to capture these personal experiences. Interviews 
allow researchers to collect large amounts of subjective data. During interviews, the 
interviewer is in a position to ask follow-up questions. These follow-up questions make it 
possible for the researcher to assure an accurate response from the participant because 
any misunderstandings or questionable responses can be addressed at the time of data 
collection. Subjective indicators measured in this manner offer a high degree of validity 
for researchers who attempt to study the aspects of life quality.  
 
In research, data generated by indicators can be qualitative or quantitative. Subjective 
indicators tend to be associated with the word qualitative where objective indicators are 
perceived to be quantitative. QOL is no different. Typically, quantitative information is 
associated with numerical information. In contrast, qualitative information is generally 
considered anecdotal or is comprised of words, feelings, and perceptions. Traditionally, 
QOL has mostly been measured by numerical or quantitative methods. However, 
subjective indicators can be analyzed quantitatively when the qualitative information is 
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assigned numerical values and analyzed statistically. That is, subjective information 
gained from research participants is coded into numerical form. These numerical data can 
be analyzed by performing frequency counts, calculating correlations, means, medians, 
and regressions. For this study, subjective and objective indicators were converted to 
quantitative information so that numerical analyses could be performed.  
 
Another issue surrounding QOL is the use of weights when constructing an index. Most 
QOL indices use several indicators in order to reach a single score or value for 
individuals QOL. Some of these indexes use weights so that one indicator counts more or 
less for the final score. The decision or indecision to use weights is also a subjective 
choice performed at the discretion of the researcher. Researchers use their informed 
opinion when deciding to use and/or constructing a weighting system. For this study, no 
weighting system was used for any “one” indicator. However, the indicators have been 
grouped into Areas of Concern (AOC). The method of analysis for this study was 
constructed so that each AOC has an equal weight in the make up of NQOL. AOC will be 
addressed further in Chapter 3. 
 
Why Measure QOL? 
It is most likely that QOL will never have a definition agreed to by all. In addition, 
researchers will most likely approach its opertaionalization and measurement differently. 
So, why study QOL? Although there is no literature that answers this question solely, the 
amount of research regarding QOL signifies its importance within the social sciences. 
The following is a list by Andrews and Withey of six reasons why studying QOL is 
useful: 
 
1. There is value in getting some baseline measures against which we can compare 
subsequent measures and trends of change. 
2. There is value in knowing how satisfactions and dissatisfactions are distributed in 
society. 
3. There is value in getting to understand the structure and interdependence of 
various satisfactions. 
4. There is value in understanding how people evaluate and feel about their lives. 
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5. There is value in understanding how people combine their feelings into some 
overall evaluation of the value of life. 
6. There is value in understanding the whole process of human evaluating10. 
 
 
As shown, there are many reasons for studying QOL but researchers must have his/her 
own. It is intended that any research or findings generated by this endeavor will be useful 
to the discipline of Urban and Regional Planning. A perceived shift is occurring in the 
practice of planning. That shift is toward a more responsive government that is more in 
touch with its residents. In the Deliberative Practitioner, John Forester argues that 
planners “must study complex social, physical, and economic problems.”11 Planners who 
incorporate his methods into their approach may be interested in the results of this study. 
In addition, most impacts of local government’s planning initiatives are felt at the 
neighborhood level. Land use planning often involves working in small geographic areas 
such as neighborhoods. Increasing the emphasis of QOL in neighborhood planning might 
affect the participation of residents in the planning process.  Increasing the focus of 
planning on QOL could allow planners to make decisions about neighborhoods that are 
more informed. A neighborhood’s assessment of their QOL will be useful to local 
governments who wish to incorporate any of the concepts from this study. Furthermore, 
fostering a program that allows neighborhood residents to create their own process for 
QOL assessments might further strengthen the community bond. 
 
Regardless of why people research, study, and analyze QOL, many disciplines, 
organizations, and institutions may benefit from their results. For this reason alone, the 
study of QOL is beneficial and necessary. Furthermore, the results of this study will 
provide information, insight, and perspectives on the NQOL. Neighborhoods themselves 
have not been the subject of many QOL studies. Individuals or groups who work with 
neighborhoods will now have an additional source of information for QOL. It is intended 
that any results from this study will go towards an advancement of this discipline. 
                                                 
10 Andrews, Frank M.; Withey, Stephen B., Social Indicators of Well Being. New York: Plenum Press, 
1976Andrews and Withey.  p. 9 
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Perhaps, such advances in the discipline will help to bring a consensus on issues that 
surround its conceptualization and measurement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                 
11 Forester, John. The Deliberative Practitioner: Encouraging Participatory Planning Processes. Cambridge: 
MIT Press, 1999. p.1 
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RESEARCH APPROACH 
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Chapter 3: Neighborhood Indicators 
NQOL 
Much of this study is based on a very interesting article written by Darlene Russ-Eft. 
Reviewing her article about the components of NQOL provided a framework for this 
study. Her article in Social Indicators Research is one of the only sources that 
specifically addressed “neighborhood” Quality of Life.12  Her research, sponsored by the 
American Institute for Research, interviewed 140 men and women in order to try to 
identify factors and incidents that affected the respondents’ QOL. The participants in her 
research were asked to list things that they liked best and things that they liked least about 
their neighborhood. The participant responses were grouped, by the researchers, into 
areas of concern (AOC) that had similar themes. Furthermore, after grouping them into 
AOC, the responses were classified into even more specific dimensions. The product of 
her research produced a comprehensive list of components comprising NQOL. The 
following is a numbered list of dimensions classified into headings by their AOC that 
Russ-Eft identified in her article. 
 
Environmental and Physical 
1. Natural beauty and natural phenomena 
2. Air and noise quality 
3. Population and traffic density 
4. Landscape character and maintenance 
5. Architectural character and maintenance 
Economic Conditions 
6. Housing costs and property values 
7. Employment and job opportunities 
Facilities and Services 
8. Business and commercial facilities and services 
9. Educational facilities 
10. Recreational, cultural, and social-service facilities and programs 
11. Public and civic services 
Political Conditions 
12. Citizen participation in local decision-making 
Personal Characteristics and Interpersonal Relations  
                                                 
12 Russ-Eft. 1979 p.363 
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13. Socializing and interpersonal relationships 
14. Mutual assistance 
15. Involvement in neighborhood or community improvement 
16. Ethnic, racial, economic, and social character 
17. Freedom from criminal harm13  
 
 
Although the climate of disagreement within QOL and its measurement was illuminated 
in a review of the literature, it was believed by this researcher that the components of 
NQOL outlined by Russ-Eft were a good foundation that deserved further consideration 
and that this researcher could measure the components of NQOL in Russ-Eft’s article. 
That being said, indicators were created out of the dimensions and AOC so that they 
could be used to measure NQOL via a questionnaire.  
 
A series of subjective indicators were developed for the dimensions under each AOC. 
One difficulty in developing indicators from Russ-Eft’s article was transforming 
anecdotal descriptions of the dimensions from residents into questions that could be used 
to measure indicators. For example, the following quote and subsequent list of indicators 
is an example of how a dimension from Russ-Eft’s article was transformed into a list of 
questions representing indicators. 
 
Dimension: 
 “Having property values that continue to increase. Neighbors’ and personal 
efforts in maintenance and repair of property can contribute to this increase. Such 
a situation can, however, limit the amount of available low-cost housing.”  
 
Indicators derived from dimension: 
Property Value 
Ability of property value to increase 
Neighbors’ efforts to increase the value of their home(s) 
Affordability of housing in neighborhood 
Quality of housing in neighborhood 
 
 
Each anecdotal dimension outlined in Russ-Eft’s article was transformed to indicators in 
the same manner described above. Upon completion, 57 indicators of NQOL were 
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adapted from the 17 dimensions listed in Russ-Eft’s article. For the finished questionnaire 
however, additional indicators were assembled in order to measure other characteristics 
that may be associated with NQOL such as civic participation, involvement, and 
demographics. The complete questionnaire is found in appendix A. 
 
Civic Participation and Involvement 
One component of QOL that Russ-Eft identified was Social, Community, and Civic 
Activities.14  Much interest by this researcher was generated from the review of this 
dimension for QOL. Among all the literature reviewed for QOL, there is some type of 
reference to the participation of individuals in civic aspects of life. The presence of this 
component inspired a further review of other literature concerned with the notion of civic 
participation.   
 
The most recent piece of literature concerned with civic participation is Robert Putnam’s 
book entitled Bowling Alone. Putnam’s book explores many relationships concerned with 
what he calls “civic engagement.”15 After reviewing his book and other related literature 
it was determined that civic participation and involvement would be integrated into the 
research. Civic participation, for the purpose of this research, was defined as activities in 
which individuals engage that relate to a social or political aspect of the community. 
Campbell’s study of American’s QOL listed several activities that, if taking into account 
the above definition, would qualify as civic participation. 16 In addition, Verba, 
Schlozman, and Brady have written extensively on the nature of individual participation 
in politics. Their book Voice and Equality: Civic Volunteerism in American Politics 
outlines several ways individuals participate as well as reasons for their participation.17 
                                                                                                                                                 
13 Ibid. p.363 
14 Ibid. p.364 
15 Putnam 2000 p.43 
16 Campbell  1976 p. 543 
17 Verba, Sidney; Schlozman, Kay Lehman; Brady, Henry E. Voice and Equality- Civic Volunteerism in 
American Politics. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1995. 
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Although the measurement of civic participation and involvement was constructed using 
several researchers, the above three sources were very influential. 
Demographics 
In addition to measuring NQOL, it was concluded that basic demographic information 
would be measured from the respondents themselves. Similar to the method in which 
indicators were constructed for civic participation, basic demographic questions were 
constructed after inspecting a variety of questionnaires that had been used by other 
researchers of QOL. Demographic indicators were developed in order to measure 
income, age, gender, marital status, household size, ownership of home, work status, 
commute time to work, race, and other relevant variables.  
 
Number of Indicators 
In summary, 57 QOL indicators, 18 demographic indicators, 22 civic participation 
indicators, and 17 civic involvement indicators were constructed adding up to a possible 
114. The measurement of these indicators will be discussed in Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 4: Choice of Neighborhoods 
 
As previously mentioned, the purpose of this study is to contribute to the literature of 
QOL by operationalizing and measuring the components of NQOL that were outlined by 
Darlene Russ-Eft. For this reason, the “neighborhood” is the unit of study. Had money 
not been a limiting factor, it would have been desirable to survey all of Knoxville’s urban 
neighborhoods. However, limited funding required that only three neighborhoods be 
surveyed. This decision was made by calculating the maximum number of questionnaires 
that could be affordably sent out and followed-up with reminder cards. (see appendix A) 
Choosing to use Knoxville, Tennessee’s urban neighborhoods was based on three criteria. 
First, the researcher lives in and wants to contribute to Knoxville and its residents. 
Second, Knoxville has agencies and organizations that were willing to assist this 
researcher. Other cities may not have these agencies or they may not be willing to help. 
Lastly, Russ-Eft’s study also used urbanized neighborhoods. 
 
The process for selecting the three neighborhoods for study began at the Center for 
Neighborhood Development (CND). The CND is a nonprofit organization in Knoxville 
that works with neighborhood residents in community development. One of the ways in 
which the CND helps to develop the community is neighborhood planning. Part of their 
process for neighborhood planning involves working with a functional neighborhood 
organization. That neighborhood organization completes an exercise called “community 
mapping”. Community mapping requires the residents and members of the neighborhood 
organization to develop a boundary for what “they” believe to be their neighborhood’s 
borders. It was determined that this border would be utilized for the measurement of 
NQOL. Several neighborhoods had participated in a community mapping exercise 
through CND and were considered for inclusion into the study.  
 
Another community program present in Knoxville’s urbanized area is the Empowerment 
Zone (EZ) grant program. The EZ is a federal grant awarded to cities for up to one 
hundred million dollars over a ten-year period bundled with several tax incentives in 
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order to promote economic development in distressed urban areas. The borders of the 
Knoxville EZ were established according to specific demographic requirements listed in 
the request for proposals (RFP) and grant application packet. CND and the Partnership 
for Neighborhood Improvement (PNI) work diligently to administer the programs that 
were created as part of the realization of the goals set forth in their grant application.  
 
Several communities close to downtown are involved with the CND and PNI in EZ 
programs and other community based programs. It was determined that choosing three 
neighborhoods for study should include consideration of the following six criteria. They 
must be: 
 
1. A neighborhood with clear borders defined by residents 
2. Located in or near the Knoxville EZ 
3. Reasonably close together  
4. Similar in proximity to the central business district 
5. An established neighborhood present for at least 20 years 
6. Diverse in demographics or affluence  
 
 
Possible study areas were identified after examining a list of the neighborhoods in or near 
Knoxville’s EZ and that had participated in a community mapping exercise. Two 
particular neighborhoods located across the river from each other met each criterion listed 
above. First, both neighborhoods had an established neighborhood organization and had 
participated in a community mapping exercise. Second, both were within the borders of 
Knoxville’s EZ. Third, the two neighborhoods were less than a mile from each other. 
Fourth, they were close to downtown. Fifth, they had been present with very few changes 
within the last 20 years. Finally, they were different enough from each other to encourage 
comparison. The two neighborhoods meeting these characteristics were identified by the 
neighborhood organizations as Morningside Heights and Old Sevier. Figure 4.1 provides 
a geographic representation of the neighborhoods, their proximity to each other and to 
Knoxville’s downtown. 
 
 19
 
Figure 4.1 Map of Neighborhoods  
 
 
A third neighborhood, identified by their homeowners association as Island Home, 
located on the south side of the river and adjacent to Old Sevier was interesting . Island 
Home is a downtown neighborhood close to both Old Sevier and Morningside Heights. 
However, it is not included in the EZ borders. The fact the Island home is not included in 
the EZ border means that it did not meet the requirements for distress as did the other 
neighborhoods. Some of the requirements for the EZ grant are based on census statistics 
for poverty, income, employment, diversity, and other criteria. The inherent contrast with 
the neighborhoods already chosen and an expressed interest from their homeowners 
association president was encouragement enough for the inclusion of Island Home in the 
study for comparison purposes.  
 
The three neighborhoods that were chosen fit the desired criteria most appropriately. All 
of the neighborhoods are located close enough to each other so that, should a resident 
wish, she could travel between all three relatively easily. Also, although they are 
relatively close, each neighborhood has a distinctly different character such as being on a 
riverfront or adjacent to an urban park. Furthermore, while two of the neighborhoods are 
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by EZ standards considered distressed, one is notably gentrified and more affluent. 
Lastly, there was a willingness and enthusiasm expressed from individuals who either 
live, work, or work with these neighborhoods that suggested a high rate of participation 
might be expected in a survey distributed through the mail. Table 4.1 presents some basic 
information that was discovered before conducting the survey. 
 
Once the three neighborhoods were selected, copies of the neighborhood organizations’ 
map were obtained from the CND or from a neighborhood representative. Island Home 
had not participated with CND in a community mapping exercise but they have an active 
homeowners association that was willing to supply the boundaries that are commonly 
accepted by their residents. 
 
Knoxville has an excellent geographic information system that made the process of 
obtaining mailing addresses very easy. For the purpose of this study, it was only 
necessary to supply Knoxville Geographic Information Systems (KGIS) with a copy of 
the map that was obtained from each community. Using their database software and the 
neighborhood maps that were supplied, they were able to generate a list of residential 
addresses that were located within the neighborhood boundary that was established.  
 
 
Table 4.1 Preliminary Information by Neighborhood 
Factor  Island Home Morningside 
Heights 
Old Sevier 
     
Number of 
Addresses 
 
 219 462 519 
Class 
 
 Middle Working Working 
Majority % Race 
 
 European American African American European 
American 
Within EZ 
 
 No Yes Yes 
Community Group 
 
 Homeowners 
association 
Neighborhood 
organization 
Neighborhood 
organization 
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It might have been necessary to physically drive the neighborhood and “hand record” a 
list of addresses had this service not been available. KGIS was able to turn around the 
request in Microsoft Excel format in less than a week. Upon the receipt of the list, it was 
discovered that Island Home had 219 addresses, Morningside Heights had 462 addresses, 
and Old Sevier, had 519 addresses. 
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Chapter 5: Survey Design and Implementation 
Measurement of indicators 
Upon the creation and selection of indicators, it was necessary to determine the best way 
to measure them. In this section, their measurement is discussed in the following ways. 
First, the most appropriate way for collecting indicators from the participants is 
discussed. Next, it is necessary to discuss the measurement of NQOL indicators. Third, 
the collection of demographic data is discussed. Lastly, it is necessary to demonstrate 
how civic participation and involvement were measured.  
 
Survey 
The first aspect of measurement that is discussed is how the indicators were collected 
from the residents. It was determined that instead of compiling and analyzing statistics 
that were available through other sources such as the U.S. Census, data would be 
collected from the participants themselves. It was desirable to measure the cognitive 
perception of the participants. The heads of the household (HHD) were asked to respond 
to indicators for NQOL with their subjective responses. A survey (see appendix A) was 
created and used that contained three primary sections. The first section was comprised of 
NQOL indicators. After the NQOL indicators, the survey asked two questions that 
measured civic participation and involvement. Finally, the last section of the survey 
contained questions that measured the basic demographic data that were needed. The 
three sections of the survey are discussed further throughout this chapter. 
 
Before receiving the address list from KGIS, it was determined by this researcher that no 
more than 600 residences would be sent a questionnaire out of each neighborhood. Since 
it was possible, all of the residences in each neighborhood were surveyed. 
 
PNI had expressed an interest in the study of NQOL within the EZ and was very helpful. 
To offset costs, PNI was willing to supply postage for all of the 1200 outgoing survey 
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packets. In addition to paying the postage, PNI is an established organization that has 
some history in dealing with residents in and around the central business district. Their 
return address on the packet and their willingness to be associated with the research 
might have given the questionnaires legitimacy in the mind of the residents and therefore 
increase response rates. 
 
Questionnaire packets were distributed through the mail to all of the addresses for each 
neighborhood. Each packet contained a copy of the survey, a cover letter explaining the 
purpose of the study identifying all parties who may benefit from their participation, and 
a postage paid business reply envelope for return purposes. (see appendix A) The 
business reply envelope was used for three reasons. First, to provide free postage for 
those individuals who chose to participate. Second, in order to convey a professional 
approach to residents. Lastly, to avoid wasted postage on questionnaires that were not 
returned. Approximately ten days after mailing the questionnaires to the residents a 
reminder postcard was distributed to the same list of addresses. The postcard rephrased 
the cover letter and restated the need for a quick response.   
 
NQOL 
Because of their subjective nature, the indicators that were developed from Russ-Eft’s 
article could be measured more effectively by asking research participants to provide 
their personal responses with respect to the indicator being measured. That is, since the 
chosen indicators were aspects of individual lives, they could be measured best by asking 
the participants how satisfied they were with respect to each indicator. A scale for 
measuring the indicators created for NQOL was needed. Mentioned earlier when 
discussing subjective indicators, previous questionnaires used scales that involved 
happiness and/or satisfaction. Although several well known researchers use scales that 
are based on happiness or satisfaction, other researchers work in measurement of 
subjective QOL offered an alternative scale in which they believed was better. 
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The alternative scale for measurement of QOL is Andrews and Withey’s seven-point 
scale called the Delighted-Terrible scale. 18 According to Andrews and Withey, the D-T 
scale was an improvement on the scales typically used by other researchers. In part, a 
critique of Campbell, Andrews and Withey believed that the D-T scale would return a 
more accurate response from participants. They found “that the D-T scale produced 
greater differentiation at the positive end of the scale than other seven point satisfaction 
scales.”19 For this survey, respondents were asked to respond to the questions using the 
D-T scale. The D-T scale measured responses within a seven-point lickert scale. For this 
particular project, the scale was shortened to a five-point scale in order to make coding, 
scoring, and analyzing the survey in SPSS more manageable. SPSS is a statistical 
manipulation program often used by researchers to analyze social statistics. Respondents 
were asked on a scale of “one to five” if they feel “Delighted with” or “terrible about” a 
particular attribute or indicator of their neighborhood QOL. 
 
Demographic 
While census data can be found for neighborhoods, there are two reasons that 
demographic information was collected from the participants themselves in leu of 
researching demographics for the census. First, the census data are over ten years old due 
to the incompletion of the 2000 census statistics. Secondly, the study area, to be 
discussed in a later section, does not share its boundary with the boundary of the census 
tracks or blocks. For analysis purposes, questions measuring demographic information 
such as, income, age, gender, marital status, household size, ownership of home, work 
status, commute time to work, and ethnicity were included in the questionnaire.  
 
Civic Participation/Involvement 
Civic participation was also measured in the survey. A comprehensive list of 
organizations developed from a compilation of sources was used to measure the level of 
                                                 
18 Andrews,  Withey 1976 p. 121 
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respondent’s participation. The survey listed several organizations that were to be 
marked, positively, in which the respondents were members. Each HHD filling out the 
survey was asked to check all of the organizations in which they participated or belonged. 
Respondents were given a numerical score of one for every membership in which they 
answered positively. 
 
Political/civic involvement was measured in much the same way as civic participation. A 
list of civic and political activities developed from several sources was used to measure 
the level of a respondent’s civic involvement. The survey listed several activities that 
were to be marked, positively, in which the respondents participated regularly. Each 
HHD filling out the survey was asked to check all of the activities in which they had 
participated. Respondents were given a numerical score of one for every membership in 
which they answered positively 
 
Calculations 
Upon entering the cases into SPSS, it was necessary to manipulate the data so that it 
could be more easily interpreted and so that the cases could be compared by their 
neighborhoods. 
 
The data were manipulated the following ways. First, the mean and median values for the 
AOC and NQOL were calculated. The AOC and NQOL were both analyzed and 
presented by the mean values of all the cases for each neighborhood. Secondly, the values 
for indicators of the AOC and the values for the AOC were manipulated in order to 
achieve integers corresponding to the D-T scale. The method for converting the raw 
scores into integers will be discussed for both the AOC and NQOL. 
 
Rather than compare each of the seventeen dimensions, the analysis was focused toward 
the five areas of concern. As discussed earlier, the areas of concern were made up of 
                                                                                                                                                 
19 Ibid. p. 207 
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varying amounts of specific dimensions. That is, some areas of concern had fewer 
dimensions and consequently less indicators used for their measurement. To account for 
this, the responses to all the indicators and dimensions falling under a particular AOC 
were analyzed by taking the average of their sum. SPSS accounts for missing values by 
dividing in only the amount of values present. The process of averaging the values, 
however, did not produce integers between one and five. Instead, an exact number was 
produced with up to four decimal places. To account for this, the exact averaged value for 
each AOC was classified via the following system. 
 
Lowest-1.49=1 
1.5-2.49=2 
2.5-3.49=3 
3.5-4.49=4 
4.5-highest=5 
 
The final product produced an integer between one and five that represents the 
respondents satisfaction level between one “delighted with” and five “feeling terrible 
about”. 
 
Calculating the value of NQOL was very similar. One assumption that was made in order 
to calculate NQOL was that no AOC had a greater or less impact on the NQOL than 
another. Although no AOC was considered to have more/less impact on NQOL, some 
AOC required more indicators in which to be measured. That is, some areas of concern 
had more questions than others but the AOC are counted equally. In order to do this, the 
mean value for each case was calculated by SPSS taking into account missing values. 
That process provided one value for each of the five AOC. Upon calculating those values, 
the AOC were then added up and averaged into one single numerical score. That score is 
the rough score for each individual case. 
 
In order to compare NQOL among neighborhoods, the mean value for all of the cases in 
each neighborhood was calculated. To reintegrate the D-T scale, the following formula 
guide was used for recoding the NQOL values for each case. 
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  Calculation of NQOL: 
NQOL  = MEAN (EP,EC,FS,PC,PCIR) 
 
Coding: 
Lowest-1.49=1 or “Delighted with” 
1.5-2.49=2 
2.5-3.49=3 or “neutral” 
3.5-4.49=4 
4.5-highest=5 or “Feel terrible about” 
 
The recoded or adjusted NQOL is used in much the same way for analysis that the 
recoded scores for the AOC are. Frequencies and percentages were used to analyze the 
amount of cases that felt positively, neutrally, or negatively. While the AOC were 
presented in terms of positive and negative, NQOL is discussed by showing the 
frequency of cases for all of the available responses. 
 
Civic participation was also measured. A list of activities was developed and each HHD 
filling out the survey was asked to check all of the activities that they participated in or 
groups, which they belonged. Respondents were given a numerical score of one for every 
activity or membership in which they answered positively. The sum of positive responses 
was calculated for civic participation. 
 
Political/civic involvement was measured in much the same way as civic participation. 
Respondents were asked to check all activities in which they were involved. Like civic 
participation, respondents were given a numerical score of one for every form of 
involvement in which they answered positively. The sum of positive responses was 
calculated for civic involvement. 
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PART III: 
 
RESULTS 
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Chapter 6: Demographics of Neighborhoods 
Basic Demographics 
The first of the basic findings that is discussed is the response rate. The response rate is 
referenced throughout this paper and is considered a finding in and of itself. Next basic 
demographic information such as age, household size, percent of male and female HHD, 
percent of respondents that are currently married, racial mix, and education levels are 
discussed. Table 6.1 provides the basic demographics for each of these characteristics by 
neighborhood. 
 
The rate of response varied from each neighborhood. The highest rate of response came 
from Island Home Park. 65 questionnaires from 219 sent were received for a rate of 
29.7%. The lowest response rate was calculated at 6.9% from Morningside receiving only 
32 of 462 mailed. A moderately higher rate of return for Old Sevier came in as 9.2% 
receiving 48 out of 519 mailed. Low response rates from residents in Morningside and 
Old Sevier were particularly disappointing. Conversely, the rate of response for residents 
of Island Home exceeded the desired return. It is possible that the low rates of response 
contributed to errors for other characteristics discussed throughout this paper. For this 
reason, it is cited as a possible explanation of some phenomena. 
 
 
Table 6.1 Basic Demographics 
 Indicator  Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
      
 Response Rate  29.7% 6.9% 9.2% 
 Age  46-55 46-55 46-55 
 Median HHD size   2 2 2 
 Mean HHD size   2.2 2.81 2.22 
 % Female HHD  37.7% 93.5% 64.4% 
 % Male HHD  62.3% 6.5% 35.6% 
 % Married  69.0% 30.0% 37.5% 
 % non-white  0% 93.7% 4.3% 
 Education  some post 
graduate 
some college or 
trade 
some college 
or trade 
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Responses from residents about their age were very similar. On the survey, respondents 
were asked to check their age in boxes that represented ten-year increments. Perhaps this 
was too large of a range because all three neighborhoods fit into the category of 46-55 
years of age. Nevertheless, that means that a large majority of respondents can be 
classified into this age cohort. Individuals who are the same age have lived and 
experienced historic moments along the same continuum. A congruity of age could be 
beneficial to responses in other areas of the survey because one may be able to rule out 
age as a contributing factor for the differences of responses in other questions. 
 
Like age, the number of people at each residence does not vary much from one 
neighborhood to another. Island home and Old Sevier are the closest together with an 
average number of 2.2 individuals in each household. Morningside, having the highest 
amount of individuals per household hovers close to three with an average of 2.81 
individuals at each household, according to responses. 
 
Gender differences for HHD is quite striking between the neighborhoods. The lowest 
response of percentage of female-headed households was Island Home with less than 
40% of females identifying themselves as the HHD. Island Home is the only 
neighborhood that had fewer than half of the households headed by women. The 
neighborhood that had the highest response for female headed households was 
Morningside Heights with a female HHD percentage of nearly 94% more than doubling 
the percent for Island Home. The percentage of female HHD for Old Sevier was almost a 
reciprocal of the percentage for Island Home with a little more than 64% households 
headed by women. For such similar responses in age and household size the gender 
difference between neighborhoods suggest that while sharing some similarities each 
neighborhood has quite different compositions. The low rate of response for both 
Morningside and Old Sevier could have had the affect of skewing these statistics. It is 
suggested however, that while the statistics may not be accurate they do reflect a large 
difference in the gender roles for each neighborhood. 
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Questions were asked about the marital status for each resident. On the survey, residents 
were provided with a variety of choices that included “widowed” and “divorced”. For 
analysis purposes, the marital status has been recoded into either “married” or 
“unmarried.” It will be assumed that regardless of the reason for separation the fact that 
there is no longer spousal companionship will suffice for descriptive purposes. The 
highest rate of respondents who are married was from Island Home with nearly 70% of 
individuals who responded married. The next highest percentage of individuals who are 
married was exhibited by Old Sevier with a little more than 37%. Not far behind Old 
Sevier is Morningside Heights with 30% of their respondents reporting that they were 
married. There is a clear distinction between Old Sevier and Morningside and that of 
Island Home. There was at least a 30% difference between Island Home and the other 
neighborhoods. 
 
Perhaps the largest disparity in the neighborhoods lies in the percentage of respondents 
who are nonwhite. As with marriage, there were more than two classifications for 
race/ethnicity in which a respondent was allowed to choose on the survey. However, 
upon analysis, there was a negligible proportion of individuals selecting classifications 
other than “Caucasian” or “African American.” Individuals were allowed to choose more 
than one racial classification in a manner similar to that of the United States Census. The 
first conclusion that can be made about this indicator is that all of the neighborhoods lack 
any form of ethnic or racial diversity. Morningside was the most diverse population with 
almost 94% of their respondents identifying themselves as nonwhite. That leaves a little 
over six percent for other races. Old Sevier, having 4.3 % of their respondents identifying 
themselves as nonwhite is a little less diversified than Morningside. Having the least 
diversity, Island Home did not have enough respondents identifying themselves other 
than white to register as a percentage. While there were some varying degrees of 
diversity between Morningside and Old Sevier from a statistical standpoint, no 
neighborhood’s statistics warrant the term diverse. Again, since the statistics are based on 
the percent of respondents there could be some error. Any change, however, would likely 
not be greater than a few percentage points. 
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Educational attainment was measured by allowing the respondents to select a range of 
options on a standard educational continuum. One weakness of this indicator is the fact 
that it is biased in favor of institutional education such as elementary, high school, 
college or trade schools.  There is no classification for apprenticeship or experienced-
based educational attainment. Taking this into account, the results show that the average 
educational attainment for Morningside and Old Sevier respondents were that they had 
attended at least some college or a trade school. This is a positive indicator suggesting 
that the majority of respondents are educated past the high school level. Island Home 
respondents have a somewhat higher average educational attainment in that the average 
respondent had performed some post graduate work. This suggests that the majority of 
respondents for Island Home have a college diploma. One point that needs to be made is 
the fact that these statistics are for respondents only. There may be a percentage of the 
populations that received a questionnaire and were unable to reply due to an inability to 
read it. It is assumed that those individuals who were illiterate, don not speak English, or 
for other possible situations received a packet but did not attempt to have someone fill it 
out for them. This will be considered one possible weakness. 
 
Economic Indicators 
The next group of demographic information that will be discussed is a group of indicators 
pertaining to income, employment, and personal class associations. Table 6.2 provides 
the statistics for economic indicators by neighborhood. 
 
In order to measure personal income, each respondent was asked to check a box matching 
his/her total income from all sources. It is necessary to make the distinction that the 
respondents were asked about their personal income not that of the household. Although 
personal income was asked, the HHD was asked to respond. One might conclude that 
HHD was likely to have the higher income with respect to other household members. The 
boxes were stratified by $10K increments. In order to compare neighborhoods with each 
other, the responses were examined by their frequencies, median, and mean. The most 
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significant finding was that, on average, there is a $30K disparity between the earnings 
for residents of Island home and that of the remaining two neighborhoods. Morningside 
and Old Sevier both had nearly identical calculations for the median and mean reports of 
income. HHD for Morningside and Old Sevier both receive an average annual income of  
$20K-$29K. 
 
Two indicators were used for assessing the participant’s status of employment. 
Employment data is affected by a variety of factors such as retirement, seasonal jobs, 
maternity leave, and other related factors. For this reason, respondents were asked if they 
were employed and if they were looking for employment. Bear in mind, the percentage of 
employment/unemployment for this study is not calculated the same way as do most 
governments. Typically, unemployment statistics for government purposes are computed 
by tallying the total number of workers receiving unemployment benefits. For this study, 
employment percentage and unemployment percentage adds up to 100%. That being said, 
the percentage of people who answered that they were unemployed was nearly the same 
for all neighborhoods at around 30%. However, when respondents were asked whether 
they were looking for employment the result varied from one neighborhood to another. It 
is important to make the distinction that an individual who responds that “they are 
looking for employment” does not necessarily mean that they are unemployed.  
 
 
Table 6.2 Economic Statistics 
Indicator  Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
     
Income   $50k-$59k   $20k-$29k   $20k-$29k  
Looking for employment  11.9% 14.8% 17.8% 
Unemployment  27.9% 33.3% 30.2% 
Class association  middle working Working 
and/or 
lower 
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In some cases, individuals employed with high incomes responded that they were looking 
for new employment. For comparing employment indicators, looking for employment is 
preferred over unemployment because looking for employment is a characteristic 
inherent to the respondent.  Furthermore, an individual’s unemployment may be by 
choice or it may be out of their control. If a respondent is looking for employment, they 
may be unsatisfied with their current job, unemployed due to a layoff, waiting for a job 
that they approve of, and so on. Old Sevier, at 17.8% had the highest rate of respondents 
who were looking for employment. Morningside Heights was three percentage points 
below that of Old Sevier at 14.8%. Continuing with the trend, Island Home was about 
three percentage points lower than Morningside at 11.9%. In summary, there are almost 
12% or more respondents in every neighborhood looking for employment. 
 
One indicator that was of particular interest to this researcher was the cognitive 
association with a particular class. Individuals in society tend to think in terms of social 
class such as upper, middle, or lower. Each respondent was asked to identify a social 
class in which they felt they belonged. Their choices were upper, upper-middle, middle, 
working, and lower. To compare the results, both median and means were analyzed for 
each neighborhood. The results show that Island Home residents identify themselves on 
average with the middle class while Morningside and Old Sevier identify themselves on 
average with working class. In addition, it must be pointed out that for Morningside and 
Old Sevier, their mean and median scores were very close. The respondents for Old 
Sevier, however, were just a few points shy in the mean score from being classified as 
lower. That is, if the neighborhood residents were to be ranked in order in which they felt 
about themselves from lowest to highest with respect to social class; they would be listed 
as follows: Old Sevier residents feel lower in class than Morningside residents which feel 
lower in class than the residents of Island Home. 
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Neighborhood Attachment 
The final list of demographic indicators presented is indicators that relate to the 
respondent’s attachment or social bond to their neighborhood. Neighborhood attachment 
statistics are provided in Table 6.3 by neighborhoods. 
 
Responses for homeownership in the neighborhoods were different from the previous 
indicators. For homeownership, Island Home was no longer an anomaly compared to the 
other two neighborhoods. Instead, Island Home and Morningside were now more similar 
receiving much higher response of individuals who own their own home. In contrast, the 
rate of home ownership for respondents in Old Sevier is considerably lower than that of 
Morningside or Island Home. Old Sevier has less than a 60% rate of home ownership 
where, in contrast, both Island Home and Morningside’s rate of homeownership is around 
90%. As stated earlier, Morningside had the lowest response rate of all the 
neighborhoods. Because of the low response rate, it is difficult to say with any certainty 
whether more people in Morningside own their own homes or those individuals who 
responded were more likely to be homeowners. It is suggested, however, that because the 
difference is so great there is significance enough to suggest that the rate of 
homeownership is higher than that of Old Sevier. 
 
One possible explanation of Morningside residents high rate of homeownership is the 
length that the respondent has been living in the neighborhood. Respondents who live in 
Morningside Heights have lived there, on average, 15 years. On average, individuals in 
 
 
Table 6.3 Neighborhood Attachment Statistics 
Indicator  Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
     
% Home ownership  87% 90% 57.40% 
Length in neighborhood  9.5 yr. 15 yr. 6.5 yr. 
Intend to stay  21-30 yr. 31 yr. or more 6-10 yr. 
Neighborhood identity   91.80% 66.70% 35.60% 
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Morningside Heights have lived at their residence at least 5.5 years more than individuals 
who live in Island Home or in Old Sevier. Homeownership may have a correlation with 
the length that individuals live at a residence. In addition, the South, while legally 
integrated is not necessarily integrated in fact. The choice to live in another neighborhood 
may be a possibility if desired, however, de facto segregation could be an explanation of 
this phenomenon. This could indicate a “banding together” by residents for collective 
strength.  
 
Another indicator closely related to the length an individual has lived at his/her residence 
is how long he/she intends on staying there in the future. Continuing the trend, 
respondents from Morningside Heights intend on staying in their neighborhood for the 
longest amount of time that they were allowed to indicate. On average, respondents from 
Morningside intend to stay in their neighborhood for 31 or more years. Just one 
classification lower, Island Home residents intent on staying in their neighborhood 
anywhere from 21-30 years. Old Sevier residents intend on staying the least amount of 
time in their neighborhoods at an average response being 6-10 years. 
 
One of the most interesting questions in the questionnaire was “What neighborhood 
would you say you live in?” Instead of supplying the residents with preconceived 
answers, they were provided a space in which to hand write their responses. As discussed 
earlier, the neighborhoods were chosen according to certain criteria one of these being, “a 
neighborhood with an active community or neighborhood organization that has a clearly 
self-defined boundary.”  Measuring the amount of respondents who shared their own 
neighborhood identity with that of the neighborhood organizations’ was the intent for this 
question. In order to classify their answers, it was necessary to have criteria for inclusion 
of identity. For example, the most specific name for Morningside is Morningside 
Heights. Island Home is most specifically referred to as Island Home Park. Old Sevier is 
often called the Old Sevier Avenue Neighborhood. Any shortened version that shared one 
or more of these elongated names was considered a match with the identity. Responses 
that were considered contrary to the preferred responses for neighborhood identity were 
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“East Knoxville”, “South Knoxville”, and “South of Downtown”. While each of these 
responses reflect a valid identity that a respondent has with his/her own neighborhood, 
only the percentage for those respondents who identified with the preferred definitions 
that were being used for this study was calculated. The result for each neighborhood is 
quite interesting. First, Morningside had had higher scores than the other neighborhoods 
where in other indicators they were considerably lower than Island Home. Almost 92% of 
Island Home residents shared a neighborhood identity with their neighborhood 
organization. Morningside was much lower with almost 67% of their residents sharing a 
neighborhood identity with their neighborhood organization. The lowest of all three was 
Old Sevier with only 35.6% of the residents sharing identities with their neighborhood 
organization.  
 
Old Sevier residents low percentage for neighborhood identity could be explained by a 
few factors. First, according to Table 7.3, they have lived there fewer years and may not 
have had a chance to be connected with their surroundings. Second, they answered that 
they intend to stay there fewer years than the other neighborhood respondents do. So, for 
respondents who do not intend to stay, “why would they take the time to create an 
identity?” Lastly, Old Sevier is named after a street on which most residents in the 
neighborhood do not live. Old Sevier Avenue is a main road that is used by many 
residents living in and out of the neighborhood for access. Furthermore, several 
residences may not even use Old Sevier as an access road. Old Sevier has the largest 
boundary and population of the three neighborhoods. All of these factors could 
demonstrate that residents of Old Sevier feel “trapped” in their neighborhood. Further 
examination of Old Sevier with respect to QOL descriptive statistics may contribute to 
this theory. 
 
Chapter Summary 
In the preceding chapter, demographic data were discussed via the results for basic 
demographics, economic indicators, and neighborhood attachment. By comparing the 
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neighborhoods’ differences in demographic data it was possible to make some 
distinctions between them. Each neighborhood is presented briefly by way of a snapshot 
of their pertinent demographic indicators. 
 
The first, Island home is clearly the most affluent neighborhood in this study. The 
typically male HHD from Island Home are roughly 46-55 years old, with a mean 
household size of around two persons per household. A large majority of the respondents 
are married, report some post graduate education and are white. Incomes for respondents 
in Island Home range  between fifty and sixty thousand dollars annually. Their 
respondents have the most favorable situation for employment statistics and associate 
themselves with the label “middle class.” Furthermore, homeownership is high and their 
responses indicate an attachment to their neighborhood. 
 
Next, respondents from Morningside are similar in age to Old Sevier with a slightly 
larger number of individuals in the household. A large majority of the HHD for 
Morningside are non-married females with some college education. The majority of 
Morningside respondents are African Americans earning roughly twenty to thirty 
thousand dollars annually. A large percentage of respondents are looking for employment 
and associate themselves with “working class.”  Neighborhood attachment is very high. 
Homeownership is high and residents express a commitment to stay in their 
neighborhood well into the future. 
 
Finally, Old Sevier respondents fall within the same age cohort as Island Home and 
Morningside and have similar household sizes. While a majority of the HHD of Old 
Sevier respondents’ are female, there are fewer female HHD than Morningside and more 
than Island Home. HHD are mostly non-married white females with some college 
education. Incomes are similar to Morningside for Old Sevier exhibiting similarly 
unfavorable employment statistics. The respondents of Old Sevier label themselves as a 
mixture of “working or lower class.” Their attachment to the neighborhood is much lower 
than the other neighborhoods in all indicators, indicating a desire to leave. 
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Chapter 7: NQOL Descriptive Statistics 
NQOL Areas of Concern findings 
 As discussed earlier, Russ-Eft’s article distinguishes five Area(s) of Concern (AOC) as 
components comprising NQOL. Those AOC are:  
 
Environmental and Physical (EP) 
Economic Conditions (EC) 
Facilities and Services (FS) 
Political Conditions (PC) 
Personal Characteristics and Interpersonal Relations (PCIR)20 
 
 
The process for calculating a numerical value for the AOC was previously discussed in 
the section for calculations. The numerical values for AOC are all on the same scale. It is 
important to bear in mind that respondents were asked to respond to questions using 
Andrews and Withey’s D-T Scale.21 The D-T scale is a likert scale where the responses 
range from one “delighted with” to five “feel terrible about” with respect to the particular 
attribute in which participants are responding. The lower the response the higher 
satisfaction being reported. Responses numerically close to 3.0 indicate neutral in 
classification. 
 
After performing the computations in SPSS, the AOC’s were analyzed. Two types of data 
were used for the analysis. First, the mean value for the AOC’s for all cases was 
calculated by averaging all of the responses for each neighborhood. Second, the 
frequencies of cases were calculated in order to indicate positive, negative and neutral 
responses. The mean value for all cases and the frequency in which responses indicate 
positive or negative with respect to satisfaction for the areas of concern will be discussed 
further within the following chapter. The frequencies for all NQOL variables are 
presented by neighborhood in Appendices A, B, and C. 
                                                 
20  Russ-Eft, 1979 p. 363 
21 Andrew’s, Withey, 1976 p. 121  
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Mean 
As described above, the mean value of all the respondents was calculated for each AOC. 
Table 7.1 shows the mean values for each AOC by neighborhood. 
 
The most surprising finding for the AOC mean scores is that Morningside Heights 
residents responded the least positively about their environmental and physical concerns. 
Directly adjacent to Morningside Heights is Morningside Park. Morningside Park is a 
beautiful downtown park with walking trails, picnic areas, a Frisbee golf course, and 
other amenities that one associates with large urban parks. It is surprising that the 
respondents from Morningside have responded as they did. They had the lowest average 
response for EP attributes. This is odd considering the amount of aesthetic characteristics 
that EP measures. Although Morningside Park is only adjacent and not within the 
neighborhood, it was assumed there would be some positive reflection of this in the 
responses. Compared to each other, it would appear that Island Home takes greater 
satisfaction with their physical surroundings. Morningside and Old Sevier have averages 
that come very near a neutral score. 
 
 
Table 7.1 Mean values for AOC 
Areas of Concern: 
Mean* 
 Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
     
Environmental and 
Physical 
 1.89 2.82 2.77 
Economic Conditions  2.24 3.07 2.96 
Facilities and Services  2.44 2.67 2.69 
Political Conditions  2.01 3.17 3.15 
Personal Characteristics 
and Interpersonal 
Relations 
 
2.02 3.02 2.84 
* Lower values denote higher satisfaction 
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Rather than individually discuss each AOC, the entire table will be discusses in general. 
It is easy to ascertain that while there are differences in each particular mean score for the 
neighborhoods their overall value is less important than trends they display. Island Home 
respondents indicate, on average, a solid value of two on the D-T scale. With one value 
lower than two, the residents of Island Home appear to feel quite positively about their 
neighborhood with respect to the AOC. Unfortunately, based on the mean, it is not 
possible to say the same for Old Sevier and Morningside. While some AOC for these 
neighborhoods reflect a positive or negative inclination toward satisfaction, their values 
are extremely close to 3.0 or neutral. It can be said that Old Sevier has a slightly greater 
level of satisfaction however the difference is almost negligible. To be clear, the major 
interpretation is that it is not possible to say, based on the mean values, that a resident of 
Old Sevier or Morningside Heights feels positively about their neighborhood. 
 
Positive v. Negative AOC Inclinations 
The second analysis with respect to the AOC is the percentage of cases that responded 
positively. Upon calculating the individual score for the AOC’s, the values were sorted 
into three categories based on the D-T scale from delighted with to terrible about. The 
three categories were positive, neutral, and negative. Values below 2.5 were considered 
positive responses. Next, values between 2.5-3.49 were considered neutral responses. 
Finally, values that were 3.5 and above were considered negative responses. Table 7.2 
provides the percentages of respondents that could be considered positive with respect to 
the AOC for each neighborhood. 
 
At first glance, Island Home has much higher percentages of individuals who responded 
positively about the AOC for their neighborhood. There is a disparity of at least 15 
percentage points between Island Home and the remaining other neighborhood’s values 
for their AOC. 
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Table 7.2 Frequencies Feeling Positive for AOC 
Areas of Concern: 
Positively* 
 Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
     
% Positive about EP 83.1% 31.3% 27.1% 
% Positive about EC  63.1% 25.0% 25.5% 
% Positive about FS  50.7% 34.4% 35.4% 
% Positive about PC 81.3% 23.4% 22.9% 
% Positive about PCIR 83.1% 34.4% 27.1% 
 * Frequencies of residents who feel satisfied with each AOC 
 
 
 
Some disparities are above 50% and 60%. Island Home respondents percent positive 
values hover between 50 and 80 % where both Old Sevier and Morningside’s values tend 
to be around 30 %. One interesting finding with respect to the percent positive areas of 
concern between Old Sevier and Morningside is their similarity. With the exception of 
EP and PCIR, Old Sevier and Morningside Heights have roughly the same percentages. 
Perhaps an explanation why the EP and PCIR percent positive value for Morningside are 
higher is the presence of Morningside Park discussed above. A large urban park could 
trigger a higher percentage of positive responses for the following two reasons. First, EP 
would be influenced by a large park because of a higher satisfaction with aesthetic 
character of the neighborhood. Second, a park provides individuals with a place to 
socialize with each other. Questions for PCIR are focused on the social environment of a 
neighborhood. Those are two reasons that there is a slight difference between Old Sevier 
and Morningside Park respondent percentages. Still, it is satisfactory to say that Old 
Sevier and Morningside have similar responses with respect to each other’s AOC. Any 
substantial differences would need to be explained further. Why Island Home is so 
different from the other neighborhoods is another issue. Discussed earlier, the 
demographic responses for Island Home were much different from those of Old Sevier 
and Morningside Heights. Income, employment, education, home ownership are but a 
few of the differences. Island Home can not be easily compared with the other two 
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neighborhoods. These factors show that Island Home it is more affluent and therefore 
analyzing all three neighborhoods together is not an evenly matched comparison but is 
enlightening never-the-less. 
 
Table 7.3 was constructed in a manner similar to 7.2. However, instead of positive 
responses the percentages it represents the negative responses of respondents with respect 
the AOC for each neighborhood. 
 
Similarly, to the percentage of positive responses, there are major differences between 
Island Home and the other neighborhoods. First, Island Home residents not only 
responded with a high percentage of positive responses but few responses for these were 
negative. That is, most of the people who live in Island Home would agree that they feel 
positively about their neighborhood. Conversely, Morningside and Old Sevier residents 
had several responses that were positive, neutral, and negative. This demonstrates a 
fundamental presence of disagreement about whether individuals are “delighted with”, 
“feel neutral about”, or “feel terrible about” their neighborhood. Depending on whom you 
ask, the response could be quite varied. Interestingly, residents of Morningside had a 
higher percentage of both positive and negative responses for all the AOC, suggesting 
that Morningside residents have an even greater division of opinion for this issue. 
 
Table 7.3 Frequencies Feeling Negative for AOC 
Areas of Concern: 
Negatively* 
 Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
     
% Negative about EP 1.5% 15.6% 14.6% 
% Negative EC  3.1% 34.4% 29.8% 
% Negative about FS 4.6% 15.6% 14.6% 
% Negative about PC 9.4% 43.3% 41.7% 
% Negative about PCIR 6.2% 31.3% 22.9% 
* Frequencies of residents who feel dissatisfied with each AOC 
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Neighborhood Quality of Life 
The primary goal of this study was to measure and explore the Neighborhood Quality of 
Life (NQOL). The concept of NQOL takes many forms. In order to discuss the 
complexities of NQOL a few models must be presented. 
 
NQOL can be analyzed in a variety of ways. Previously, results of demographic-related 
questions and the AOC’s that make up the pieces of NQOL were discussed. Although 
informative, the demographics and AOC’s are only partial components of NQOL. In 
order to understand further about the neighborhoods and their NQOL, it is necessary to 
look at NQOL in a few different ways. First, the mean value for all cases for NQOL will 
be discussed. Next, the frequencies for all cases corresponding to the D-T scale will be 
discussed. Lastly, in Chapter 9, a regression model will be explained. The mean value 
and percentage of cases with respect to the D-T scale are presented in Table 7.4 by each 
neighborhood. It is important to remember while interpreting the table that, due to the D-
T scale, the lower the mean value, the higher the satisfaction. 
 
 
Table 7.4 NQOL Mean Values and Frequencies 
NQOL  Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
     
Mean*  2.12 2.96 2.88 
1 "delighted with"  9.4% 6.3% 8.5% 
2  64.1% 21.9% 14.9% 
3 "neutral"  21.9% 50.0% 55.3% 
4  4.7% 15.6% 21.3% 
5 "feel terrible about"  0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 
* Lower values denote higher satisfaction 
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Comparing the mean value of all cases for each neighborhood makes it possible to rank 
the neighborhoods in order by their residents overall response to their satisfaction. Island 
Home has the lowest mean value at 2.12, which is interpreted to be a solid score 
indicating a largely satisfied body of residents. The next lowest score is 2.88 for Old 
Sevier and following that with the lowest score is Morningside with 2.96. Morningside 
and Old Sevier however, have mean values that represent an overall lack of consensus 
one way or another. At 2.96 and 2.88 both are on the positive side of neutral territory. 
However, should one decide to round to the closest integer, their mean values would be 
close enough to 3.0 that the difference would be negligible. While the mean scores 
indicate that Old Sevier and Morningside are technically inclined to positive territory, it 
is important to realize that there is a large number of individuals in both neighborhoods 
who’s opinions are in contrast. As it was in the AOC, the residents of Island Home 
indicate much different responses from those of Morningside and Old Sevier. In addition, 
Morningside and Old Sevier are not far apart from each other despite being extracted 
from two separate populations. That is, while the population of individuals in each 
neighborhood is different, particularly with respect to ethnicity, their responses for 
satisfaction are very similar. 
 
To understand NQOL better, the values for NQOL have been adjusted and recoded back 
into integer form so that they may fit in the D-T scale. Those frequencies were calculated 
by using SPSS to list the percentage of cases for each value. Looking at the percentage of 
individuals who had scores of 1.0 or “delighted with” among the three neighborhoods, 
one might not be able to say much about the neighborhoods and any differences between 
them. Several individuals responded to the QOL questions answering with 1.0 for every 
indicator. It is hard for this researcher to believe that everything about their neighborhood 
delights those individuals. Perhaps certain personality types are inclined to answer 
questions about themselves and their neighborhood differently. It seems logical, that one 
who fills out a survey carefully and critically would be able to find a few aspects about 
their neighborhood that would not be considered delightful.  
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Looking at the percentage of individuals whose answers were calculated at 2.0 
illuminates a clear difference between the neighborhoods. The disparity between Island 
Home and the other neighborhoods for this value is quite startling. Over 64% of the 
respondents mean value for NQOL was 2.0. There is a difference of nearly 43% between 
Island Home and Morningside. Between Old Sevier and Morningside, the disparity is 
increased to almost 50%. 
 
In contrast, there are many more individuals in Morningside and Old Sevier whose mean 
value for NQOL represents a neutral classification. While there is nothing wrong with 
neutrality, per se, a high percentage may indicate a strong sense of apathy by the 
residents. Over 50% of both Old Sevier and Morningside have values that reflect 
neutrality. Island Home residents, however, have less than half that many, at around 22%. 
 
Looking at the value one step negatively from neutral, again, Island home has fewer 
individuals who reflect a negative value for NQOL. Both Old Sevier and Morningside 
have percentages that are well within the double digits where Island Home has only 4.7% 
of their respondents answering for scores below neutral. It is now evident that according 
to the mean values, Island Home residents have higher rates of satisfaction for their 
neighborhood. In addition, it would appear according to the frequencies that most 
individuals of Island Home are in a consensus of this fact. Another observation relating to 
this is the disparity among Morningside and Old Sevier is that Morningside has higher 
frequencies of individuals whose values were positive and negative. That is that more 
people in Morningside feel both positively and negatively about their neighborhood than 
Old Sevier. Particularly evident in the percentages of individuals whose score is 5.0, Old 
Sevier had zero cases of individuals who feel terrible about their neighborhood in general 
where Morningside had 6.3 % of the cases. It suggests that, while there is little consensus 
for residents of both Old Sevier and Morningside, Morningside residents have less of a 
consensus than the residents of Old Sevier. Conflicts such as this could explain the high 
degree of neutral mean values for AOC and could indicate a strong presence of apathy. 
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Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, neighborhood life quality is discussed by the AOC and by NQOL. As 
discussed previously the NQOL is comprised of five AOC. The five AOC are comprised 
of several indicators all related by their area. The mean score for each AOC is presented 
for each neighborhood. The data presented in Table 7.1 demonstrated that, with respect to 
the mean AOC, Island Home respondents feel more favorably about their neighborhood. 
In contrast, the  results of responses from Morningside and Old Sevier indicate a neutral 
classification. Their mean value indicated a neutral feeling as opposed to a favorable 
opinion exhibited by Island Home. For Morningside, this was later explained by 
comparing the frequencies and observing that several respondents answered positively 
and negatively which caused the mean values to cancel each other out. 
 
The AOC’s were presented by frequencies of respondents by neighborhood who 
answered positively in Table 7.2 and negatively in Table 7.3. It was observed that Island 
Home residents feel very positive with respect to all of the AOC’s. Furthermore, 
Morningside and Old Sevier residents felt much less positively about their AOC than 
Island Home. One distinction between Morningside and Old Sevier for table 7.2 is the 
fact that, for the most part, more Morningside residents felt more positively about their 
AOC than respondents form Old Sevier. The percentage of respondents who felt 
negatively about AOC’s is presented in Table 7.3 indicating that there were few 
respondents from Island Home who felt negatively about their AOC’s. Old Sevier also 
had high negative frequencies but was lower than Morningside for each AOC. Together, 
Tables 7.2 and 7.3 indicate that Morningside and Old Sevier residents are in 
disagreement about whether they feel positively or negatively about their neighborhoods 
AOC’s. Morningside respondents indicate the highest level of disagreement. 
 
NQOL is presented in Table 7.4 by mean and frequencies corresponding to the D-T scale. 
The mean value and frequency distribution for each neighborhood  indicates that the 
respondents from Island Home feel quite favorably about their neighborhood. In contrast, 
it is not possible to say from the data in table 7.4 that Morningside or Old Sevier residents 
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feel favorable about their neighborhood. The data indicates neutrality toward their 
neighborhood, if anything. 
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Chapter 8: Civic Participation Descriptive statistics 
Civic participation 
As previously discussed, in addition to quality of life, civic participation and civic 
involvement were also a focus of the study. Two questions allowing multiple responses 
were included in the questionnaire in order to measure two concepts: civic participation 
and civic/political involvement. (see appendix A) 
 
Civic participation, was measured by asking participants to indicate how many, if any, of 
21 organizations or groups to which they belong. Much work went into making sure the 
list was comprehensive. In addition, respondents were given the option to write in groups 
that were not listed. Each of the choices were coded in as separate questions so that they 
could each be factored into a regression model later for further analysis of NQOL. The 
total number of positive responses was also calculated for each respondent. Each positive 
response was assigned a value of 1.0 and the total number of 1.0’s was added up to a 
cumulative score. The maximum value that any respondent was able to achieve was 22. 
 
The cumulative scores for respondents were analyzed by computing the mean and median 
for all of the respondents in each neighborhood and by calculating frequencies. For the 
frequencies, five classification levels were created for civic participation. From the 
lowest level of participation, zero, one, two to three, four to five, and six or more for the 
highest. The percent of respondents whose score corresponds to each classification is 
listed for all three neighborhoods. Table 8.1 provides the mean value for all cases as well 
as the frequency of participation by the five classifications for each neighborhood. 
 
 
 
 
 
 50
Table 8.1 Civic Participation by Neighborhood 
Civic Participation  Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
     
Mean*  4.2 4.8 2.6 
     
Civic Participation  Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
     
zero  3.2% 6.5% 17.4% 
one  11.1% 6.5% 21.7% 
2-3  20.6% 32.3% 30.4% 
4-5  38.1% 12.9% 17.4% 
6 or more  27.0% 41.9% 13.0% 
 *  Average number of groups in which individuals belong 
 
 
The mean value of all cases for each neighborhood shows that individuals in Morningside 
Heights and Island Home have a higher level of civic participation than the individuals of 
Old Sevier. Individuals in Old Sevier are more likely to belong to almost two fewer 
groups than those individuals living in Morningside and Island Home. The respondents of 
Morningside are the most involved of all three neighborhoods having a mean value for 
membership of 4.8 groups per person. Island Home has a value near Morningside at 4.2. 
One thing that is important to point out is the response rate from Morningside. While it is 
possible that residents of Morningside participate in more groups than in other 
neighborhoods, it is also possible that only highly opinionated individuals who are very 
active in their community responded to the survey reflecting a higher rate of membership 
in social groups.  
 
Comparing the percentage of cases by hierarchical classifications also produced some 
intriguing results. The first classification of membership is the amount of respondents 
who belong to zero groups. There was also an option for participants to check “none” on 
the survey. Those who marked the response “belong to none” were analyzed separately 
from those individuals who just failed to answer with any response at all. Respondents 
who marked “none” are represented by “zero” in Table 8.1. The first interesting finding 
with respect to individuals who belong to zero groups is the percentages for Island Home 
and Old Sevier. Island home had only 3.2 % of their respondents who belonged to zero 
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groups.  That means that 98.6 % of the respondents were members of some formal or 
informal civic group. In contrast, Old Sevier had the highest percentage of individuals 
who belong to zero groups at 17.4 %. Nearly one fifth of the respondents for Old Sevier 
do not belong to a civic related group. Morningside’s percentage at 6.5 % is more similar 
to Island Homes. In contrast, for the most part Old Sevier and Morningside have 
previously had similar results for other indicators. 
 
When looking at the percentage by neighborhood it is easy to observe in which 
classifications most of the cases fall. A large percentage of the cases for Island Home fall 
within the classification for individuals belonging between two and five groups spanning 
two classifications. Morningside, however, has relatively low percentages with the 
exception classifications for two to three and six or more. Therefore, for Morningside 
respondents, individuals in the population are more likely to belong to either a few 
groups or as many as six or more having few cases between these two classifications. Old 
Sevier, however, has the majority of its cases falling into the classifications of one to 
three. The most striking percentage for classifications of higher participation is that of 
Morningside residents’ percentage of cases who belong to six or more groups. A full 41% 
of respondents in Morningside indicate membership in six or more civic related groups. 
 
It is difficult to establish any discernable pattern due to sporadic frequencies among the 
breakdowns for civic participation. However, if the percentages for Island home and Old 
Sevier were plotted on a graph they would create a bell curve that increased to a point 
and then began to decrease. Morningside cases, however, have a more sporadic pattern 
that if plotted on a graph, would stay low then peak only to decrease and then peak at a 
much higher spot. This could indicate a fundamental social difference between 
Morningside and the other neighborhoods. Additionally, this information contributes to 
the theory that residents of Morningside are “banded together”. 
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Involvement 
Political/civic involvement was measured in much the same way as civic participation. 
Respondents were asked to indicate how many, of 17 civic, political, and cultural 
activities in which they were involved. Much work went into making sure the list was 
comprehensive. The list of activities was developed from having seen other surveys that 
measured QOL or Civic participation. Respondents were given a numerical score of 1.0 
for every activity or membership in which they answered positively. Each of the choices 
was coded in as separate questions so that each activity could be compared separately and 
used for the regression model for NQOL. The total number of positive responses was also 
calculated for each respondent. Each positive response was assigned a value of 1.0 and 
the total number of 1.0’s was added up to a cumulative score. The maximum value that 
any respondent was able to achieve was 17. 
 
The cumulative scores for respondents were analyzed by computing the mean for all of 
the respondents in each neighborhood and by using frequencies. For the frequencies, six 
classification levels were created for civic participation. From the lowest level of 
involvement, zero, one, two to three, four to five, six to seven, and eight or more for the 
highest. The percent of respondents whose score corresponds to each classification is 
listed for all three neighborhoods. Table 8.2 provides the mean value for all cases as well 
as the frequency of involvement by the six classifications for each neighborhood. 
 
As was the case for civic participation, Old Sevier respondents mean value of all cases is 
the least. The value for Old Sevier indicates that residents are involved in an average of 
4.4 activities per person. Island Home and Morningside are higher with 6.6 and 6.0 
respectively. On average, residents in Island Home and Morningside are likely to be 
involved in almost two more activities than are the residents in Old Sevier. 
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Table 8.2 Civic Involvement by Neighborhood 
Involvement  Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
     
Mean*  6.6 6.0 4.4 
     
Involvement  Island Home Morningside Old Sevier 
     
zero  7.7% 6.3% 16.7% 
one  3.1% 9.4% 8.3% 
2-3  18.5% 21.9% 27.1% 
4-5  16.9% 15.6% 20.8% 
6-7  13.8% 12.5% 8.3% 
8 or more  40.0% 34.4% 18.8% 
 *  Average number of activities in which individuals perform 
 
Comparing the percentage of cases of individuals who are involved in zero activities 
again indicates that Old Sevier has the highest rate of non-involvement. The percentages 
are very similar to those of civic participation across the board. For zero involvement, 
Island Home, Morningside, and Old Sevier had percentages of non-involvement at 7.7, 
6.3, and 16.7 respectively. 
 
A departure in similarity to civic participation exists for both Island Home and Old 
Sevier. There is no easy way to analyze the frequencies for involvement because there is 
not a great deal of clustering as there was for civic participation. For example, the only 
concentration of the population that can be found among the three neighborhoods is 
present in Old Sevier for individuals involved in between two and five activities. Under 
those two classifications in Old Sevier, there is a concentration of 47.9 % of the cases. 
The other neighborhoods have much of the cases spread sporadically throughout the 
classifications. 
 
Plotting the classifications on a graph would not produce a bell curve for any 
neighborhood. Again there is no discernable pattern other than Island Home and 
Morningside have greater frequencies of their respondents which participate and are 
involved with a large number of civic organizations and activities. 
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Chapter Summary 
For Civic Participation and Civic Involvement, a few clear distinctions between 
neighborhoods can be made. First, Tables 8.1 and 8.2 indicate that respondents from 
Island Home and Morningside are very active in their community. Morningside has the 
highest percentages of respondents who are members and who are involved within their 
community. If their participation and involvement were graphed, the data for 
Morningside would demonstrate binomial relationships in that the distribution would not 
represent a bell curve if viewed graphically. For involvement, this binomial relationship 
is present for all three neighborhoods. 
 
The data for Old Sevier with respect to participation and involvement indicates that 
residents of Old Sevier are much less likely to be involved within their community. These 
findings are discussed further in Chapter 10. 
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Chapter 9: Regression Model 
A linear regression model was constructed in order to explain the relationship between 
demographic data, civic participation, civic involvement, and the value of neighborhood 
quality of life (NQOL). Several variables were dropped out of the model, as they were 
deemed insignificant. Each variable present in the linear regression model will be 
discussed in the following section. As noted in previous sections, NQOL was measured 
using the D-T scale. The D-T scale measures quality of life on a scale of one to five, 
where the higher score corresponds to a lower opinion. Therefore, as NQOL’s value 
increases so does the dissatisfaction. Negative coefficients correspond to higher quality of 
life. Table 9.1 (following page) represents the findings for NQOL’s regression model as 
computed by SPSS. 
 
The variables having a correlation with NQOL can be grouped into three categories. 
Those categories are: 
 
1. Variables relating to household composition. 
2. Variables that characterize an individual’s membership in civic groups 
3. Variables that represent involvement of individuals in civic activities 
 
Depending on the coefficients, variables may correlate with higher or lower NQOL. 
Relationships that correspond to both higher and lower values of NQOL are discussed 
during this chapter. Each of the three categories is discussed for variables that have 
relationships that correspond with higher and lower NQOL. In the first part of chapter 
nine, variables that have relationships corresponding to higher NQOL are discussed. In 
the second part, variables that have relationships corresponding to lower NQOL are 
discussed. 
Relationships that correspond with higher neighborhood quality of life 
Several variables have been identified as having a positive correlation with quality of life. 
Among them are age, the number of individuals living at the residence, membership in a 
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labor union, membership in a professional group, membership in a neighborhood 
association, membership in a social or leisure group, voting in national elections, and 
working within your community to solve some type of problem. All of those variables 
have been shown in the regression model as being significant in the neighborhood quality 
of life. That is, as these variables become positive, the neighborhood quality of life of the 
individuals also tends to ascend.  
 
 
Table 9.1 NQOL Regression Model 
Model 
Summary 
   
Model R R 
Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
1 0.729 0.532 0.463 0.569 
 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. 
Variables* B Std. Error Beta   
(Constant) 3.436 0.276  12.440 0.000 
Old Sevier 0.623 0.139 0.384 4.472 0.000 
nonwhite 0.843 0.159 0.459 5.306 0.000 
 are married 0.427 0.122 0.276 3.502 0.001 
age -0.128 0.038 -0.264 -3.367 0.001 
# of people at residence -0.158 0.051 -0.247 -3.074 0.003 
church member 0.244 0.125 0.158 1.949 0.054 
belong to labor union -0.225 0.209 -0.075 -1.078 0.284 
professional group -0.342 0.139 -0.204 -2.463 0.015 
belong to parent-teacher 0.377 0.171 0.158 2.207 0.029 
neighborhood assoc. -0.282 0.131 -0.180 -2.155 0.033 
social or leisure -0.316 0.145 -0.165 -2.182 0.031 
vote national -0.603 0.158 -0.307 -3.819 0.000 
contact local officials 0.205 0.127 0.130 1.616 0.109 
work within your community -0.190 0.120 -0.121 -1.588 0.115 
organize others on a regular basis  0.237 0.165 0.107 1.431 0.155 
belong to no groups  -0.645 0.202 -0.254 -3.188 0.002 
 * Negative B coefficients denote correlation to higher satisfaction 
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Two of these variables relate to the first category, household composition. As age 
increases, so tends life quality. Older residents tend to be more satisfied with their 
neighborhood than younger residents. Many residents who responded have lived in their 
neighborhood for a long time. Perhaps one explanation for this is that the vested residents 
may have grown fond of their neighborhood over the years. In addition to age, as the 
number of individuals at the residence increases, there is an increase of the NQOL as 
well. Perhaps a greater number of individuals in the household allow household burdens 
to be shared among all of the members thereby making life easier.  
 
Variables concerned with the second category are variables that represent the personal 
membership groups. Individuals who were members of labor unions, professional groups, 
neighborhood associations, and social and leisure groups were more likely to have a 
higher quality of life than those residents who did not. Perhaps this may be explained by 
social network theories. Social network theory looks at personal relations with other 
individuals rather than their geopersonal relationships to understand, interpret, and 
explain the human existence. Individuals who are more involved within a network of 
other individuals have more access to influence, power, and other related concepts and 
may be in a better position to alter situations that affect their life. It is possible that if you 
looked at these variables as having a positive impact on the individuals social network 
potential that you may be able to explain a higher degree of satisfaction for their 
neighborhood QOL. 
 
Finally, two variables for the third classification, involvement in civic groups, 
corresponded to higher NQOL. They were voting in national elections and working 
within the community to solve problems. Both of the variables were taken from the 
question where respondents were asked to respond to questions about their civic 
involvement. Quality of life for individuals tends to increase when respondents vote in 
national elections and work within their community to solve a problem. Every election 
year there are debates about voter turnout and apathy with respect to the political process. 
It is possible that those individuals who vote regularly in national elections do not have 
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an apathetic view of politics. One previous observation was the high percentage of 
individuals who felt neutral about their neighborhoods. This neutrality could have been 
an indicator of apathy. Those who are not apathetic must care by definition. Perhaps 
those individuals who vote regularly in national elections also feel positively about 
political conditions and other areas of concern. This would affect the value for NQOL 
and increase their quality of life. Working within the community to solve a problem is not 
a characteristic of apathy. Those who work within their community may feel that 
problems are solvable. If an individual believes that there is a solution to problems, then 
perhaps they are likely to feel more positively about their neighborhood. 
 
Relationships that correspond with lower neighborhood quality of life 
The first category of variables, household composition, contains three variables that 
correspond with lower NQOL. They are Old Sevier, Nonwhite, and Marriage. The first 
variable, Old Sevier, was a dummy variable created when all three neighborhoods data 
was combined. This variable was used to denote whether or not the cases were a resident 
of Old Sevier. Additionally, Island Home and Morningside dummy variables were 
created and dropped out of the model as insignificant. There is a high significance within 
the model for the variable Old Sevier. Respondents from Old Sevier were likely to have 
higher values for NQOL. This reflects that individuals living in Old Sevier were more 
likely to have a high level of dissatisfaction with their neighborhood. Secondly, 
individuals who responded to the questionnaire that they were not Caucasian were 
grouped into a dummy variable. In addition, Nonwhite, the dummy variable for this, has a 
higher standard positive coefficient indicating that individuals who were nonwhite had 
values for NQOL that were higher than those who were classified white. The converse is 
also true. This correlation’s relationship suggests that individuals in all neighborhoods 
who were nonwhite were likely to have reported lower quality of life in their responses. 
Lastly, marriage was also found to have a positive correlation, demonstrating that 
individuals who were married had higher values for NQOL than non-married persons. It 
is perplexing that those individuals who responded that they were married would also 
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report lower satisfaction with their neighborhood quality of life. Perhaps a large majority 
of the respondents who were married have poor relationships with their spouse. A small 
return rate for some of the neighborhoods could have skewed this result. It is necessary, 
however, to point out that this relationship was highly significant. 
 
The second category of variables are the variable that represent group memberships. Two 
such variables that correlate with lower values of NQOL are church membership and 
parent-teacher association membership. Answering positively to the dummy variable for 
church membership was also shown to have a positive significance. While it has a low 
coefficient, individuals who are members of a church are more likely to report lower 
satisfaction with their neighborhoods. One possible explanation for this could be, for 
churchgoers, their neighborhood may not meet their personal standard of living, both 
physical and spiritual, and therefore may feel a disappointment. They may also feel that 
potentially their neighborhood or residents within could live at a higher spiritual standard. 
If this were true, their responses would reflect a disappointment for their neighborhood or 
its residents for not living at its spiritual potential. Lastly, the variable, parent teacher 
group, reflects that respondents have membership and are involved with a parent-teacher 
group. The correlation with this variable is similar to that of church groups, in that, 
respondents who answered positively to parent-teacher were likely to report a lower 
quality of life. Perhaps, like church groups, parent teacher groups raise the standard by 
which their members judge certain aspects of their quality of life, which affected how 
they responded to the survey. 
 
The last category of variables, involvement in civic organizations, contains two variables. 
They are, contacting local officials and organizing others. One question asked was 
whether respondents contacted local officials about issues. As the model shows, those 
individuals who answered positively were more likely to have responded with 
dissatisfaction for their neighborhood. From each neighborhood, there were several cases 
where individuals were not satisfied with the political conditions. Because the AOC’s are 
averaged to calculate NQOL, responding unfavorable to the area concerned with political 
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conditions directly affects the final value of NQOL. Those residents who contacted local 
officials may have also been the residents who answered unfavorably about their 
neighborhoods political conditions. Therefore, it is possible that dissatisfied people 
contacted local officials about issues concerning their neighborhood and were then not 
satisfied with their response, causing further dissatisfaction. Second, a variable that is 
closely related to contacting local officials is organizing others to participate in civic 
activities. Individuals in the neighborhoods that organized others to participate in civic 
activities were more likely to have a lower quality of life. It would be desirable to know 
whether the respondent organized residents in response to something that was perceived 
as good or bad. For example, the respondent may have organized residents to stop a 
perceived injustice or they may have organized the residents simply to vote in elections. 
In addition, it would be nice to know whether the activity that was organized was 
perceived as successful. Regardless, those who said that they had organized others for 
participation in a civic event did correlate to a lower quality of life. Perhaps their efforts 
were unsuccessful thereby influencing the area of concern for PCIR. However, an 
alternate interpretation would be similar to the interpretation for contacting local officials. 
Perhaps, the respondent is organizing residents due to a perceived unsatisfactory level of 
neighborhood political power. 
 
Chapter Summary 
All of the neighborhood cases were combined and analyzed in concert so that the 
regression model presented in Table 9.1 would be accurate for NQOL. The significant 
variables were discussed according to whether they corresponded to positive or negative 
NQOL. Variables that corresponded with higher  NQOL had negative coefficients. In 
contrast, variables that corresponded with lower NQOL had positive coefficients. To be 
clear, respondents with higher NQOL would have a favorable cognitive opinion with 
respect to their neighborhood. The converse would also be true. 
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Variables that corresponded with higher NQOL were age, number of individuals at 
residence, membership in labor unions, membership in profession groups, membership in 
neighborhood association, membership in social and leisure groups, voting in national 
elections, and working within the community to solve problems. Individuals who 
responded “yes” to these questions were more likely to have favorable perceptions of 
their neighborhood. 
 
Variables that corresponded with lower NQOL were residents of Old Sevier, nonwhite 
individuals, married individuals, church members, members of parent-teacher 
associations, individuals who contact local officials, and individuals who organize others 
for civic activities in their neighborhood. Individuals who responded “yes” to these 
questions were more likely to have less favorable perceptions of their neighborhood. 
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Chapter 10: Conclusions 
 
Several phenomena were discovered during the analysis of the descriptive statistics with 
respect to the neighborhoods. Differences between the neighborhoods were found for 
NQOL values (score), in affluence, gender roles, racial diversity, in the residents’ 
neighborhood attachments and in residents participation and involvement. 
 
Perhaps the most poignant observation that could be made was the difference between 
Island Homes’ NQOL values and those of Morningside and Old Sevier. Based on these 
observations, one can conclude that with respect to this method of measurement, Island 
Home had the highest NQOL of all the neighborhoods. In fact, NQOL for Old Sevier and 
Morningside were much lower than Island Home. The mean values, the percent positive 
values, and the percent negative values support this relationship for the AOC and QOL 
descriptive statistics discussed in Chapter 7. 
 
Reasons that this researcher believes Island Home positive statistics were so much higher 
than the other neighborhoods are the difference in their demographic profiles. The 
demographic analysis of all neighborhoods showed Island Home to have higher personal 
income, greater percentages of employed respondents, higher education levels, higher 
level of homeownership, higher class associations, and the strongest percentage of 
residents who share the same neighborhood identity. In short, these types of associations 
are called affluence. Using most standard definitions, Island Home is more affluent than 
Old Sevier or Morningside. With respect to civic participation, Island Home and Old 
Sevier would seem to fit the conventional mode of thinking. Verba, Schlozman, and 
Brady argue that “the affluent are more involved in voluntary activity than are those of 
lesser means.”22 This is true for the affluent Island Home and the lesser affluent Old 
Sevier. Morningside residents however, defy this phenomenon. The relationship between 
Old Sevier, Morningside and civic participation will be discussed further within the 
conclusion. However, this suggests that comparing Old Sevier and Morningside with  
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Island Home is comparing two different types of neighborhoods. One is affluent; the 
other two are not. Comparisons between Old Sevier and Morningside however, have 
proven to be quite informative.  
 
One demographic characteristic, which demonstrated large differences between all 
neighborhoods, was the role of the females within the household. There is a fundamental 
difference of gender roles for Morningside than that of the other neighborhoods. 
Morningside respondents’ percentage of female HHD was 93.5%. Old Sevier and Island 
Homes’ percentages for the same indicator were much lower for each neighborhood, 
respectively. Since respondents were HHD, one must conclude that, for Morningside, all 
the other indicators are also representative of the characteristics of females. That is, since 
most of the respondents for Morningside were females, the statistics for females and 
HHD are nearly the same. At a minimum, one can conclude that gender roles in 
Morningside are much different than the other neighborhoods.  
 
Another observation that is quite telling for all the neighborhoods is their racial diversity. 
Much care was spent in order to provide the respondents an adequate number of options 
in which to select their race. It was an assumed that there would be a somewhat mixed 
racial makeup for each neighborhood. The converse was proved true. While limited by 
respondents, it is safe to say that all neighborhoods have nearly no diversity at all. 
Morningside respondents identified themselves as nearly all African American. In 
contrast, Old Sevier and Island Home respondents are nearly all European American. 
 
While each neighborhood has several differences in demographics, there were a few 
questions asked to ascertain the attachment of the respondents to their neighborhood. 
Those questions have been useful in understanding interesting differences between Old 
Sevier and Morningside. Morningside had very high homeownership, residents who lived 
there longer, who intended to stay longer, and a higher percentage of people who 
identified themselves with the word “Morningside” for their neighborhood. Old Sevier, 
                                                                                                                                                 
22 Verba, Schlozman, and Brady, 1995. p. 226 
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however, had much lower responses for each question. For these indicators, Morningside 
and Old Sevier are nearly exact opposites.  
  
When looking at all of these observations, one can begin to see Old Sevier and 
Morningside as two very different types of communities. Old Sevier respondents appear 
by their responses to be “trapped” in a community where most of them do not wish to be. 
In contrast, Morningside resident responses indicate an overwhelming support of where 
they are living but in disagreement about what attributes are good or bad in their 
neighborhood. Furthermore, results show that Morningside residents are very active 
within their community, suggesting that they are fighting for what they believe. 
To speculate an interpretation for this requires a bit of background information. 
Knoxville is a southern city with a history of segregation. While legally integrated, much 
of the southern United States has remnants of its segregated past. Perhaps the most 
prevalent remnant is the racial composition of neighborhoods. While illegal practices 
such as red lining have been prohibited, the housing markets still reflect the effects. 
 
Old Sevier is a community where the residents view themselves as either working or 
lower class. The residents have modest incomes and are at least educated with a high 
school diploma. They are predominately European American with roughly a 50% rate of 
homeownership and with a little more than 2 persons per household. For the residents of 
Old Sevier, race would not be a limiting factor on whether or not they could move away 
from their neighborhood. Some limiting factors could be income or affluence. One might 
imagine those residents of Old Sevier see their friends who become successful move 
away to other parts of Knoxville. Those who choose may relocate into a more affluent 
white suburban neighborhood. Residents who cannot afford this flight of fancy may feel 
stuck in a place where they do not wish to be. The individuals left in Old Sevier perhaps 
would not have the upward mobility that they desire. 
 
Reflective of this lack of upward mobility would be the disinterest of activities that 
involve the residents in the neighborhoods. Residents may not wish to participate in 
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activities for a community in which they do not intend to stay. Robert Putnam comments 
on the role that high residential turnover has on the impact of the community and its 
social bonds. His assertion is that high residential turnover “undermines civic 
engagement and community-based social capital.”23 Old Sevier residents 
homeownership, length in the neighborhood, intended length of stay, and neighborhood 
identity was the lowest for all three neighborhoods studied. In addition, the levels for 
civic participation and involvement were very low in Old Sevier. In support of Putnam’s 
theory, residents of Old Sevier were less likely to have memberships in civic 
organizations or involvement within the community. In addition, their NQOL could, at 
best, be considered neutral. For the most part, based on the data, Old Sevier residents are 
not happy with their neighborhood. All of these support a theory that residents of Old 
Sevier feel trapped in a place in which they would like to leave eventually. For this 
reason, they do not participate very much and answer negatively to questions about their 
quality of life. 
 
Contrary to Old Sevier, Morningside residents have much attachment to their 
neighborhood. While Old Sevier residents may feel “trapped” or “stuck” in their 
neighborhood, Morningside residents are very committed to staying where they are. The 
neighborhood segregation that was discussed previously also could be a factor here. 
Residents of Morningside could have internalized the factors that had previously 
contributed to an institutionalized segregation and perpetuated its affects willingly. This 
phenomenon would be an example of de facto segregation that is imposed by the 
members of the community. Regardless of what it is labeled or why, Morningside 
residents are much attached to their community.  
 
While Morningside residents’ socioeconomic statistics are similar to those of Old Sevier, 
Morningside residents have very different statistics that relate to the strength of their ties 
to their neighborhood. For example, their homeownership, length in neighborhood, and 
their intended length of stay are all much higher compared to the other three 
                                                 
23 Putnam, 2000. P. 204 
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neighborhoods. However, those statistics did not necessarily correlate to higher values for 
the AOC or NQOL. For the AOC’s, Morningside residents were split almost evenly 
between feeling positively and negatively about their neighborhood. That is, just as many 
people feel bad about their neighborhood as felt good about it. This suggested an internal 
rift between the residents themselves. However, regardless of this rift, they maintain 
committed to their neighborhood. Andrews and Withey comment on how African 
Americans differ from other groups when reporting life quality. They say “blacks and 
whites differed significantly in the group of items that refer to the various aspects of the 
neighborhood and dwelling of respondents. Almost every (though not all) aspect of the 
living environment was, on average, evaluated more poorly by blacks than whites.”24 
Furthermore, Morningside had very high percentages of individuals who are very 
involved with their community. Many of the residents in Morningside belong to 6 or 
more civic groups and are involved with 8 or more activities within their community. 
Most civic groups are focused toward action and change within communities. This 
suggests that Morningside residents, regardless of their satisfaction, remain committed to 
staying in their neighborhood and making it the way that they want it. Verba, Schlozman, 
and Brady say in their book on civic volunteerism that “because they can work within a 
particular community, group-based organizations can play a significant role for 
minorities--especially where there are barriers to full and open interaction between 
dominant ethnic group and minority groups.”25 The high percentages of participation for 
Morningside residents would suggest that the residents of Morningside have perhaps 
unknowingly “bought into” this theory. Perhaps this is because the residents have 
previously had to band together in order to achieve a desired goal. Success using that 
method would most likely reinforce the tendency.  
 
While these conclusion are not tested, they are logical assumptions based on the data 
provided. In addition, it is not possible to say whether or not participation is influenced 
by life quality or life quality is influenced by participation. They certainly appear 
                                                 
24 Andrews, Withey, 1976. p. 299 
25 Verba, Schlozman, and Brady, 1995. p. 243 
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intertwined. Further research to follow up on these assertion would be interesting. The 
data that were gathered and interpreted for this study were intended to complement the 
limited amount of data available with respect to neighborhood quality of life. Although 
not without limitations, this study has generated a rich amount of data to be interpreted. 
Persons who are interested in social indicators, QOL, neighborhoods, civic participation, 
civic involvement, and civic engagement would most likely benefit from the results 
found herewith. The last and final observation that can be made by this researcher is that 
there is still a great deal left to explore with relation to QOL. It has been made clear by 
this undertaking that there is not an exact science for QOL. Furthermore, researchers are 
far away from a comprehensive understanding for the way humans perceive life quality. 
 
A Note to Planners 
Although this thesis is primarily a contribution to the methodology for measurement of 
life quality for neighborhoods, it is applicable to planners in a variety of ways. The 
definition of planning is, in many ways, just as illusive as the definition for quality of life. 
For this researcher, planning is a holistic profession that draws from many disciplines. 
Furthermore, it is believed by this researcher that planners are agents responsible for 
guiding institutional change. For planners involved with communities, their primary 
focus involves setting goals and creating strategies for their successful implementation 
and realization. Lest we forget, the effects of this process are felt by the residents and 
among the communities in which the plans are implemented. 
 
Planners who wish to incorporate the needs of the residents in neighborhoods which they 
affect will certainly benefit from understanding their target population’s perceptions of  
quality of life. Knowing residents responses to questions from a survey similar to the one 
used here could significantly benefit a planner who is involved with making a plan for a 
community. For example, let’s assume that QOL surveys were utilized by planning 
agencies. If planners were considering the necessity of a housing program they would 
benefit greatly by knowing whether or not residents reported a high level of 
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dissatisfaction for housing affordability. The same would hold true for consideration of 
increasing commercial space and the residents satisfaction with respect to the availability 
of business services. While it is not necessary for QOL surveys to determine the thrust 
and ultimate direction of plans, it would be beneficial to incorporate the knowledge 
gained from QOL assessments from residents of a community. 
 
One of the primary goals for the study of QOL and other social conditions is an 
understanding of people in society and the world in which we live. Planners are taught to 
be experts of no one discipline but to incorporate them all. While quite daunting, it is up 
to the planner to learn and understand the relationship between these disciplines and 
incorporate them into their judgments. Since plans fundamentally affect residents of 
communities and/or neighborhoods, one way to begin incorporating new disciplines is the  
inclusion of  cognitive assessment of life quality by residents of those areas. 
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Appendix A 
Questionnaire Packet: All Participants 
 
The following is an example of the packet that was distributed to each participant 
in the study. Included is a cover letter, a questionnaire, the reminder postcard, 
and a business reply envelope in which each return was sent. Appendix a begins 
on the next page. 
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Appendix B 
Frequency Tables: Island Home Park 
 
The following tables represent the frequency of responses for Island Home for 
each question on the survey derived from Russ-Eft’s dimensions. All responses 
correspond to the D-T scale from one “delighted with” to five “feel terrible about”. 
For some questions one of the numbers from one to five may not appear. This 
represents a frequency of zero for that response.  
 
natural beauty
44 67.7 67.7 67.7
16 24.6 24.6 92.3
5 7.7 7.7 100.0
65 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
distance to scenic
44 67.7 67.7 67.7
17 26.2 26.2 93.8
4 6.2 6.2 100.0
65 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
close to greenery
55 84.6 84.6 84.6
7 10.8 10.8 95.4
2 3.1 3.1 98.5
1 1.5 1.5 100.0
65 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Air Quality
19 29.2 29.2 29.2
21 32.3 32.3 61.5
18 27.7 27.7 89.2
3 4.6 4.6 93.8
4 6.2 6.2 100.0
65 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Noise Level
11 16.9 17.2 17.2
16 24.6 25.0 42.2
23 35.4 35.9 78.1
11 16.9 17.2 95.3
3 4.6 4.7 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Water Quality
17 26.2 26.6 26.6
23 35.4 35.9 62.5
17 26.2 26.6 89.1
5 7.7 7.8 96.9
2 3.1 3.1 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Amount of People
33 50.8 51.6 51.6
23 35.4 35.9 87.5
7 10.8 10.9 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Traffic in Neighborhood
15 23.1 23.4 23.4
24 36.9 37.5 60.9
11 16.9 17.2 78.1
11 16.9 17.2 95.3
3 4.6 4.7 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Ability to walk
41 63.1 63.1 63.1
18 27.7 27.7 90.8
1 1.5 1.5 92.3
1 1.5 1.5 93.8
4 6.2 6.2 100.0
65 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Ability to drive
37 56.9 57.8 57.8
19 29.2 29.7 87.5
4 6.2 6.3 93.8
3 4.6 4.7 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Childrens ability to play
12 18.5 18.8 18.8
22 33.8 34.4 53.1
19 29.2 29.7 82.8
7 10.8 10.9 93.8
4 6.2 6.3 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Maintinence of yards
22 33.8 34.9 34.9
29 44.6 46.0 81.0
9 13.8 14.3 95.2
1 1.5 1.6 96.8
2 3.1 3.2 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Appearance of buildings
22 33.8 39.3 39.3
25 38.5 44.6 83.9
8 12.3 14.3 98.2
1 1.5 1.8 100.0
56 86.2 100.0
9 13.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Appearance of older homes
29 44.6 50.0 50.0
23 35.4 39.7 89.7
5 7.7 8.6 98.3
1 1.5 1.7 100.0
58 89.2 100.0
7 10.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Apearance of newer homes
18 27.7 32.7 32.7
23 35.4 41.8 74.5
14 21.5 25.5 100.0
55 84.6 100.0
10 15.4
65 100.0
1
2
3
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Property Value
19 29.2 29.7 29.7
30 46.2 46.9 76.6
14 21.5 21.9 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Ability of property value to increase
19 29.2 30.6 30.6
26 40.0 41.9 72.6
14 21.5 22.6 95.2
1 1.5 1.6 96.8
2 3.1 3.2 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Neighbor's effort to increase value
17 26.2 26.6 26.6
31 47.7 48.4 75.0
12 18.5 18.8 93.8
2 3.1 3.1 96.9
2 3.1 3.1 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Affordability of housing
22 33.8 34.9 34.9
23 35.4 36.5 71.4
15 23.1 23.8 95.2
2 3.1 3.2 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Quality of Housing
20 30.8 31.7 31.7
30 46.2 47.6 79.4
11 16.9 17.5 96.8
2 3.1 3.2 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Employment opertunities in
4 6.2 7.0 7.0
5 7.7 8.8 15.8
24 36.9 42.1 57.9
17 26.2 29.8 87.7
7 10.8 12.3 100.0
57 87.7 100.0
7 10.8
1 1.5
8 12.3
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Employment opertunities near
15 23.1 24.2 24.2
18 27.7 29.0 53.2
17 26.2 27.4 80.6
9 13.8 14.5 95.2
3 4.6 4.8 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Availibility of Business in
8 12.3 13.8 13.8
15 23.1 25.9 39.7
15 23.1 25.9 65.5
12 18.5 20.7 86.2
8 12.3 13.8 100.0
58 89.2 100.0
7 10.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Availability of business near
13 20.0 20.3 20.3
27 41.5 42.2 62.5
13 20.0 20.3 82.8
7 10.8 10.9 93.8
4 6.2 6.3 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Availibility of public transportation
25 38.5 40.3 40.3
20 30.8 32.3 72.6
10 15.4 16.1 88.7
6 9.2 9.7 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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quality of public school
6 9.2 10.5 10.5
11 16.9 19.3 29.8
23 35.4 40.4 70.2
7 10.8 12.3 82.5
9 13.8 15.8 98.2
1 1.5 1.8 100.0
57 87.7 100.0
8 12.3
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
23
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
quality of private school
12 18.5 24.0 24.0
10 15.4 20.0 44.0
18 27.7 36.0 80.0
3 4.6 6.0 86.0
7 10.8 14.0 100.0
50 76.9 100.0
15 23.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
quality of college
20 30.8 33.9 33.9
15 23.1 25.4 59.3
19 29.2 32.2 91.5
4 6.2 6.8 98.3
1 1.5 1.7 100.0
59 90.8 100.0
6 9.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Quality of day care
4 6.2 8.7 8.7
10 15.4 21.7 30.4
23 35.4 50.0 80.4
7 10.8 15.2 95.7
2 3.1 4.3 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Quality of parks
35 53.8 54.7 54.7
25 38.5 39.1 93.8
3 4.6 4.7 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
# of community centers
5 7.7 9.4 9.4
10 15.4 18.9 28.3
26 40.0 49.1 77.4
6 9.2 11.3 88.7
6 9.2 11.3 100.0
53 81.5 100.0
12 18.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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# of Churches
18 27.7 31.0 31.0
16 24.6 27.6 58.6
19 29.2 32.8 91.4
3 4.6 5.2 96.6
1 1.5 1.7 98.3
1 1.5 1.7 100.0
58 89.2 100.0
7 10.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
13
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Quality of Public transportation
18 27.7 29.0 29.0
24 36.9 38.7 67.7
15 23.1 24.2 91.9
4 6.2 6.5 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Accesability to neighborhood events
22 33.8 34.9 34.9
21 32.3 33.3 68.3
16 24.6 25.4 93.7
3 4.6 4.8 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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# of cultural events
10 15.4 16.1 16.1
25 38.5 40.3 56.5
21 32.3 33.9 90.3
5 7.7 8.1 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Participate in neighborhood decisions
26 40.0 40.6 40.6
25 38.5 39.1 79.7
9 13.8 14.1 93.8
3 4.6 4.7 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
participate in organizing neighborhood events
25 38.5 39.7 39.7
22 33.8 34.9 74.6
10 15.4 15.9 90.5
5 7.7 7.9 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 95
Participate in organizing residents
25 38.5 39.7 39.7
24 36.9 38.1 77.8
9 13.8 14.3 92.1
4 6.2 6.3 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
express your opinions
27 41.5 42.2 42.2
27 41.5 42.2 84.4
5 7.7 7.8 92.2
4 6.2 6.3 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
express your neighborhoods position
27 41.5 43.5 43.5
25 38.5 40.3 83.9
6 9.2 9.7 93.5
4 6.2 6.5 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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access to political leaders
19 29.2 30.2 30.2
28 43.1 44.4 74.6
7 10.8 11.1 85.7
6 9.2 9.5 95.2
3 4.6 4.8 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
response of political leaders
16 24.6 25.4 25.4
18 27.7 28.6 54.0
12 18.5 19.0 73.0
13 20.0 20.6 93.7
4 6.2 6.3 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Make Friends
29 44.6 44.6 44.6
21 32.3 32.3 76.9
12 18.5 18.5 95.4
3 4.6 4.6 100.0
65 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Have close relationships
22 33.8 33.8 33.8
19 29.2 29.2 63.1
20 30.8 30.8 93.8
4 6.2 6.2 100.0
65 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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socialize
17 26.2 26.2 26.2
18 27.7 27.7 53.8
20 30.8 30.8 84.6
8 12.3 12.3 96.9
2 3.1 3.1 100.0
65 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
have privacy
31 47.7 47.7 47.7
20 30.8 30.8 78.5
11 16.9 16.9 95.4
1 1.5 1.5 96.9
2 3.1 3.1 100.0
65 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
keep personal property free
28 43.1 43.8 43.8
21 32.3 32.8 76.6
5 7.7 7.8 84.4
8 12.3 12.5 96.9
2 3.1 3.1 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
exchange assistance
30 46.2 47.6 47.6
25 38.5 39.7 87.3
4 6.2 6.3 93.7
2 3.1 3.2 96.8
2 3.1 3.2 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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have property cared for
28 43.1 45.2 45.2
24 36.9 38.7 83.9
7 10.8 11.3 95.2
2 3.1 3.2 98.4
1 1.5 1.6 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
activities that improve
21 32.3 33.3 33.3
25 38.5 39.7 73.0
14 21.5 22.2 95.2
3 4.6 4.8 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
racial mix
16 24.6 25.0 25.0
14 21.5 21.9 46.9
24 36.9 37.5 84.4
8 12.3 12.5 96.9
2 3.1 3.1 100.0
64 98.5 100.0
1 1.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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social character
18 27.7 29.0 29.0
30 46.2 48.4 77.4
11 16.9 17.7 95.2
3 4.6 4.8 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
economic character
22 33.8 35.5 35.5
29 44.6 46.8 82.3
9 13.8 14.5 96.8
2 3.1 3.2 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
neighborhood stability
34 52.3 54.0 54.0
24 36.9 38.1 92.1
3 4.6 4.8 96.8
2 3.1 3.2 100.0
63 96.9 100.0
2 3.1
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
enjoy freedom from crime
21 32.3 32.3 32.3
24 36.9 36.9 69.2
13 20.0 20.0 89.2
3 4.6 4.6 93.8
4 6.2 6.2 100.0
65 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 100
neighborhood deal with crime
25 38.5 40.3 40.3
21 32.3 33.9 74.2
13 20.0 21.0 95.2
1 1.5 1.6 96.8
2 3.1 3.2 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
government deal with crime
13 20.0 21.0 21.0
20 30.8 32.3 53.2
20 30.8 32.3 85.5
6 9.2 9.7 95.2
3 4.6 4.8 100.0
62 95.4 100.0
3 4.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Appendix C 
Frequency Tables: Morningside Heights 
 
The following tables represent the frequency of responses for Morningside 
Heights for each question on the survey derived from Russ-Eft’s dimensions. All 
responses correspond to the D-T scale from one “delighted with” to five “feel 
terrible about”. For some questions one of the numbers from one to five may not 
appear. This represents a frequency of zero for that response.  
 
 
natural beauty
6 18.8 19.4 19.4
5 15.6 16.1 35.5
13 40.6 41.9 77.4
5 15.6 16.1 93.5
2 6.3 6.5 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 
distance to scenic
8 25.0 27.6 27.6
7 21.9 24.1 51.7
10 31.3 34.5 86.2
2 6.3 6.9 93.1
2 6.3 6.9 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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close to greenery
7 21.9 24.1 24.1
8 25.0 27.6 51.7
9 28.1 31.0 82.8
4 12.5 13.8 96.6
1 3.1 3.4 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Air Quality
3 9.4 10.3 10.3
11 34.4 37.9 48.3
12 37.5 41.4 89.7
2 6.3 6.9 96.6
1 3.1 3.4 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Noise Level
2 6.3 6.3 6.3
8 25.0 25.0 31.3
12 37.5 37.5 68.8
5 15.6 15.6 84.4
5 15.6 15.6 100.0
32 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Water Quality
3 9.4 9.4 9.4
9 28.1 28.1 37.5
15 46.9 46.9 84.4
3 9.4 9.4 93.8
2 6.3 6.3 100.0
32 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Amount of People
7 21.9 25.0 25.0
7 21.9 25.0 50.0
11 34.4 39.3 89.3
2 6.3 7.1 96.4
1 3.1 3.6 100.0
28 87.5 100.0
4 12.5
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Traffic in Neighborhood
2 6.3 6.3 6.3
6 18.8 18.8 25.0
10 31.3 31.3 56.3
6 18.8 18.8 75.0
8 25.0 25.0 100.0
32 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Ability to walk
6 18.8 19.4 19.4
9 28.1 29.0 48.4
11 34.4 35.5 83.9
5 15.6 16.1 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Ability to drive
7 21.9 21.9 21.9
11 34.4 34.4 56.3
7 21.9 21.9 78.1
3 9.4 9.4 87.5
4 12.5 12.5 100.0
32 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Childrens ability to play
4 12.5 13.3 13.3
5 15.6 16.7 30.0
12 37.5 40.0 70.0
5 15.6 16.7 86.7
4 12.5 13.3 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Maintinence of yards
4 12.5 13.8 13.8
5 15.6 17.2 31.0
10 31.3 34.5 65.5
5 15.6 17.2 82.8
5 15.6 17.2 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Appearance of buildings
3 9.4 10.7 10.7
8 25.0 28.6 39.3
7 21.9 25.0 64.3
5 15.6 17.9 82.1
5 15.6 17.9 100.0
28 87.5 100.0
4 12.5
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Appearance of older homes
3 9.4 10.7 10.7
8 25.0 28.6 39.3
8 25.0 28.6 67.9
6 18.8 21.4 89.3
3 9.4 10.7 100.0
28 87.5 100.0
4 12.5
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Apearance of newer homes
2 6.3 7.7 7.7
10 31.3 38.5 46.2
9 28.1 34.6 80.8
2 6.3 7.7 88.5
3 9.4 11.5 100.0
26 81.3 100.0
6 18.8
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Property Value
1 3.1 3.6 3.6
6 18.8 21.4 25.0
11 34.4 39.3 64.3
9 28.1 32.1 96.4
1 3.1 3.6 100.0
28 87.5 100.0
4 12.5
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 106
Ability of property value to increase
5 15.6 16.1 16.1
2 6.3 6.5 22.6
13 40.6 41.9 64.5
7 21.9 22.6 87.1
4 12.5 12.9 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Neighbor's effort to increase value
4 12.5 13.3 13.3
5 15.6 16.7 30.0
11 34.4 36.7 66.7
6 18.8 20.0 86.7
4 12.5 13.3 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Affordability of housing
5 15.6 17.2 17.2
10 31.3 34.5 51.7
8 25.0 27.6 79.3
4 12.5 13.8 93.1
2 6.3 6.9 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Quality of Housing
5 15.6 16.7 16.7
10 31.3 33.3 50.0
11 34.4 36.7 86.7
3 9.4 10.0 96.7
1 3.1 3.3 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Employment opertunities in
3 9.4 10.7 10.7
1 3.1 3.6 14.3
4 12.5 14.3 28.6
8 25.0 28.6 57.1
12 37.5 42.9 100.0
28 87.5 100.0
4 12.5
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Employment opertunities near
3 9.4 10.3 10.3
5 15.6 17.2 27.6
5 15.6 17.2 44.8
10 31.3 34.5 79.3
6 18.8 20.7 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Availibility of Business in
3 9.4 9.7 9.7
4 12.5 12.9 22.6
8 25.0 25.8 48.4
6 18.8 19.4 67.7
10 31.3 32.3 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Availability of business near
5 15.6 16.7 16.7
4 12.5 13.3 30.0
12 37.5 40.0 70.0
4 12.5 13.3 83.3
5 15.6 16.7 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Availibility of public transportation
10 31.3 33.3 33.3
7 21.9 23.3 56.7
11 34.4 36.7 93.3
2 6.3 6.7 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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quality of public school
5 15.6 17.2 17.2
5 15.6 17.2 34.5
11 34.4 37.9 72.4
5 15.6 17.2 89.7
3 9.4 10.3 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
quality of private school
4 12.5 16.0 16.0
2 6.3 8.0 24.0
10 31.3 40.0 64.0
4 12.5 16.0 80.0
5 15.6 20.0 100.0
25 78.1 100.0
7 21.9
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
quality of college
8 25.0 27.6 27.6
5 15.6 17.2 44.8
11 34.4 37.9 82.8
3 9.4 10.3 93.1
2 6.3 6.9 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Quality of day care
6 18.8 21.4 21.4
5 15.6 17.9 39.3
10 31.3 35.7 75.0
4 12.5 14.3 89.3
3 9.4 10.7 100.0
28 87.5 100.0
4 12.5
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Quality of parks
10 31.3 31.3 31.3
11 34.4 34.4 65.6
7 21.9 21.9 87.5
2 6.3 6.3 93.8
2 6.3 6.3 100.0
32 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
# of community centers
8 25.0 25.8 25.8
5 15.6 16.1 41.9
10 31.3 32.3 74.2
4 12.5 12.9 87.1
4 12.5 12.9 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
# of Churches
20 62.5 62.5 62.5
5 15.6 15.6 78.1
4 12.5 12.5 90.6
1 3.1 3.1 93.8
2 6.3 6.3 100.0
32 100.0 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Quality of Public transportation
8 25.0 25.8 25.8
10 31.3 32.3 58.1
8 25.0 25.8 83.9
3 9.4 9.7 93.5
2 6.3 6.5 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Accesability to neighborhood events
5 15.6 16.7 16.7
5 15.6 16.7 33.3
8 25.0 26.7 60.0
7 21.9 23.3 83.3
5 15.6 16.7 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
# of cultural events
4 12.5 15.4 15.4
5 15.6 19.2 34.6
9 28.1 34.6 69.2
3 9.4 11.5 80.8
5 15.6 19.2 100.0
26 81.3 100.0
6 18.8
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Participate in neighborhood decisions
4 12.5 13.3 13.3
6 18.8 20.0 33.3
9 28.1 30.0 63.3
7 21.9 23.3 86.7
4 12.5 13.3 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
participate in organizing neighborhood events
3 9.4 10.7 10.7
5 15.6 17.9 28.6
6 18.8 21.4 50.0
7 21.9 25.0 75.0
7 21.9 25.0 100.0
28 87.5 100.0
4 12.5
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Participate in organizing residents
2 6.3 7.4 7.4
4 12.5 14.8 22.2
9 28.1 33.3 55.6
6 18.8 22.2 77.8
6 18.8 22.2 100.0
27 84.4 100.0
5 15.6
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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express your opinions
2 6.3 7.4 7.4
6 18.8 22.2 29.6
7 21.9 25.9 55.6
7 21.9 25.9 81.5
5 15.6 18.5 100.0
27 84.4 100.0
5 15.6
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
express your neighborhoods position
3 9.4 10.3 10.3
6 18.8 20.7 31.0
7 21.9 24.1 55.2
7 21.9 24.1 79.3
6 18.8 20.7 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
access to political leaders
6 18.8 20.0 20.0
6 18.8 20.0 40.0
7 21.9 23.3 63.3
7 21.9 23.3 86.7
4 12.5 13.3 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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response of political leaders
5 15.6 16.7 16.7
2 6.3 6.7 23.3
10 31.3 33.3 56.7
5 15.6 16.7 73.3
8 25.0 26.7 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Make Friends
7 21.9 23.3 23.3
10 31.3 33.3 56.7
6 18.8 20.0 76.7
4 12.5 13.3 90.0
3 9.4 10.0 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Have close relationships
6 18.8 19.4 19.4
12 37.5 38.7 58.1
3 9.4 9.7 67.7
5 15.6 16.1 83.9
5 15.6 16.1 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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socialize
5 15.6 17.2 17.2
6 18.8 20.7 37.9
6 18.8 20.7 58.6
6 18.8 20.7 79.3
6 18.8 20.7 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
have privacy
7 21.9 23.3 23.3
13 40.6 43.3 66.7
3 9.4 10.0 76.7
3 9.4 10.0 86.7
4 12.5 13.3 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
keep personal property free
6 18.8 20.7 20.7
9 28.1 31.0 51.7
6 18.8 20.7 72.4
2 6.3 6.9 79.3
6 18.8 20.7 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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exchange assistance
6 18.8 20.7 20.7
8 25.0 27.6 48.3
7 21.9 24.1 72.4
2 6.3 6.9 79.3
6 18.8 20.7 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
have property cared for
6 18.8 20.7 20.7
11 34.4 37.9 58.6
2 6.3 6.9 65.5
3 9.4 10.3 75.9
7 21.9 24.1 100.0
29 90.6 100.0
3 9.4
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
activities that improve
2 6.3 6.5 6.5
5 15.6 16.1 22.6
9 28.1 29.0 51.6
8 25.0 25.8 77.4
7 21.9 22.6 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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racial mix
3 9.4 10.0 10.0
11 34.4 36.7 46.7
8 25.0 26.7 73.3
4 12.5 13.3 86.7
4 12.5 13.3 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
social character
2 6.3 6.5 6.5
5 15.6 16.1 22.6
13 40.6 41.9 64.5
7 21.9 22.6 87.1
4 12.5 12.9 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
economic character
3 9.4 10.0 10.0
4 12.5 13.3 23.3
13 40.6 43.3 66.7
5 15.6 16.7 83.3
5 15.6 16.7 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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neighborhood stability
5 15.6 16.7 16.7
7 21.9 23.3 40.0
8 25.0 26.7 66.7
6 18.8 20.0 86.7
4 12.5 13.3 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
enjoy freedom from crime
5 15.6 16.1 16.1
4 12.5 12.9 29.0
12 37.5 38.7 67.7
5 15.6 16.1 83.9
5 15.6 16.1 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
neighborhood deal with crime
2 6.3 6.5 6.5
5 15.6 16.1 22.6
13 40.6 41.9 64.5
5 15.6 16.1 80.6
6 18.8 19.4 100.0
31 96.9 100.0
1 3.1
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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government deal with crime
3 9.4 10.0 10.0
3 9.4 10.0 20.0
8 25.0 26.7 46.7
9 28.1 30.0 76.7
7 21.9 23.3 100.0
30 93.8 100.0
2 6.3
32 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Appendix D 
Frequency Tables: Old Sevier 
 
The following tables represent the frequency of responses for Old Sevier for each 
question on the survey derived from Russ-Eft’s dimensions. All responses 
correspond to the D-T scale from one “delighted with” to five “feel terrible about”. 
For some questions one of the numbers from one to five may not appear. This 
represents a frequency of zero for that response.  
 
 
natural beauty
8 12.3 17.0 17.0
10 15.4 21.3 38.3
16 24.6 34.0 72.3
8 12.3 17.0 89.4
5 7.7 10.6 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
distance to scenic
17 26.2 35.4 35.4
18 27.7 37.5 72.9
9 13.8 18.8 91.7
3 4.6 6.3 97.9
1 1.5 2.1 100.0
48 73.8 100.0
17 26.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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close to greenery
12 18.5 25.5 25.5
17 26.2 36.2 61.7
13 20.0 27.7 89.4
4 6.2 8.5 97.9
1 1.5 2.1 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Air Quality
6 9.2 13.3 13.3
11 16.9 24.4 37.8
15 23.1 33.3 71.1
11 16.9 24.4 95.6
2 3.1 4.4 100.0
45 69.2 100.0
3 4.6
17 26.2
20 30.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Noise Level
5 7.7 10.9 10.9
9 13.8 19.6 30.4
11 16.9 23.9 54.3
10 15.4 21.7 76.1
11 16.9 23.9 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
2 3.1
17 26.2
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Water Quality
11 16.9 24.4 24.4
9 13.8 20.0 44.4
14 21.5 31.1 75.6
6 9.2 13.3 88.9
5 7.7 11.1 100.0
45 69.2 100.0
3 4.6
17 26.2
20 30.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Amount of People
12 18.5 25.5 25.5
13 20.0 27.7 53.2
15 23.1 31.9 85.1
3 4.6 6.4 91.5
4 6.2 8.5 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Traffic in Neighborhood
7 10.8 15.2 15.2
13 20.0 28.3 43.5
12 18.5 26.1 69.6
8 12.3 17.4 87.0
6 9.2 13.0 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
2 3.1
17 26.2
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Ability to walk
9 13.8 19.6 19.6
9 13.8 19.6 39.1
11 16.9 23.9 63.0
8 12.3 17.4 80.4
9 13.8 19.6 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
1 1.5
18 27.7
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Ability to drive
13 20.0 27.1 27.1
14 21.5 29.2 56.3
13 20.0 27.1 83.3
4 6.2 8.3 91.7
4 6.2 8.3 100.0
48 73.8 100.0
17 26.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Childrens ability to play
4 6.2 8.7 8.7
7 10.8 15.2 23.9
11 16.9 23.9 47.8
9 13.8 19.6 67.4
15 23.1 32.6 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
2 3.1
17 26.2
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Maintinence of yards
9 13.8 19.1 19.1
8 12.3 17.0 36.2
16 24.6 34.0 70.2
6 9.2 12.8 83.0
8 12.3 17.0 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Appearance of buildings
5 7.7 11.4 11.4
7 10.8 15.9 27.3
14 21.5 31.8 59.1
12 18.5 27.3 86.4
6 9.2 13.6 100.0
44 67.7 100.0
4 6.2
17 26.2
21 32.3
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Appearance of older homes
9 13.8 20.5 20.5
10 15.4 22.7 43.2
14 21.5 31.8 75.0
7 10.8 15.9 90.9
4 6.2 9.1 100.0
44 67.7 100.0
4 6.2
17 26.2
21 32.3
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Apearance of newer homes
10 15.4 26.3 26.3
11 16.9 28.9 55.3
11 16.9 28.9 84.2
4 6.2 10.5 94.7
2 3.1 5.3 100.0
38 58.5 100.0
10 15.4
17 26.2
27 41.5
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Property Value
5 7.7 10.9 10.9
7 10.8 15.2 26.1
19 29.2 41.3 67.4
10 15.4 21.7 89.1
5 7.7 10.9 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
2 3.1
17 26.2
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Ability of property value to increase
6 9.2 13.6 13.6
11 16.9 25.0 38.6
10 15.4 22.7 61.4
10 15.4 22.7 84.1
7 10.8 15.9 100.0
44 67.7 100.0
4 6.2
17 26.2
21 32.3
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Neighbor's effort to increase value
8 12.3 17.8 17.8
4 6.2 8.9 26.7
14 21.5 31.1 57.8
14 21.5 31.1 88.9
5 7.7 11.1 100.0
45 69.2 100.0
3 4.6
17 26.2
20 30.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Affordability of housing
11 16.9 24.4 24.4
14 21.5 31.1 55.6
14 21.5 31.1 86.7
5 7.7 11.1 97.8
1 1.5 2.2 100.0
45 69.2 100.0
3 4.6
17 26.2
20 30.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Quality of Housing
6 9.2 13.0 13.0
9 13.8 19.6 32.6
14 21.5 30.4 63.0
14 21.5 30.4 93.5
3 4.6 6.5 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
2 3.1
17 26.2
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Employment opertunities in
4 6.2 9.1 9.1
4 6.2 9.1 18.2
13 20.0 29.5 47.7
8 12.3 18.2 65.9
15 23.1 34.1 100.0
44 67.7 100.0
4 6.2
17 26.2
21 32.3
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Employment opertunities near
9 13.8 20.0 20.0
12 18.5 26.7 46.7
10 15.4 22.2 68.9
7 10.8 15.6 84.4
7 10.8 15.6 100.0
45 69.2 100.0
3 4.6
17 26.2
20 30.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Availibility of Business in
14 21.5 31.8 31.8
7 10.8 15.9 47.7
9 13.8 20.5 68.2
7 10.8 15.9 84.1
7 10.8 15.9 100.0
44 67.7 100.0
4 6.2
17 26.2
21 32.3
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Availability of business near
17 26.2 38.6 38.6
11 16.9 25.0 63.6
10 15.4 22.7 86.4
3 4.6 6.8 93.2
3 4.6 6.8 100.0
44 67.7 100.0
4 6.2
17 26.2
21 32.3
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Availibility of public transportation
13 20.0 30.2 30.2
13 20.0 30.2 60.5
12 18.5 27.9 88.4
1 1.5 2.3 90.7
4 6.2 9.3 100.0
43 66.2 100.0
5 7.7
17 26.2
22 33.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
quality of public school
8 12.3 19.5 19.5
9 13.8 22.0 41.5
14 21.5 34.1 75.6
6 9.2 14.6 90.2
4 6.2 9.8 100.0
41 63.1 100.0
7 10.8
17 26.2
24 36.9
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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quality of private school
2 3.1 6.7 6.7
6 9.2 20.0 26.7
12 18.5 40.0 66.7
2 3.1 6.7 73.3
8 12.3 26.7 100.0
30 46.2 100.0
18 27.7
17 26.2
35 53.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
quality of college
15 23.1 38.5 38.5
10 15.4 25.6 64.1
8 12.3 20.5 84.6
4 6.2 10.3 94.9
2 3.1 5.1 100.0
39 60.0 100.0
9 13.8
17 26.2
26 40.0
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Quality of day care
7 10.8 19.4 19.4
7 10.8 19.4 38.9
12 18.5 33.3 72.2
4 6.2 11.1 83.3
6 9.2 16.7 100.0
36 55.4 100.0
12 18.5
17 26.2
29 44.6
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Quality of parks
6 9.2 13.3 13.3
11 16.9 24.4 37.8
8 12.3 17.8 55.6
14 21.5 31.1 86.7
6 9.2 13.3 100.0
45 69.2 100.0
3 4.6
17 26.2
20 30.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
# of community centers
4 6.2 9.3 9.3
7 10.8 16.3 25.6
15 23.1 34.9 60.5
7 10.8 16.3 76.7
10 15.4 23.3 100.0
43 66.2 100.0
5 7.7
17 26.2
22 33.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
# of Churches
17 26.2 36.2 36.2
13 20.0 27.7 63.8
16 24.6 34.0 97.9
1 1.5 2.1 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Quality of Public transportation
9 13.8 20.5 20.5
14 21.5 31.8 52.3
15 23.1 34.1 86.4
3 4.6 6.8 93.2
3 4.6 6.8 100.0
44 67.7 100.0
4 6.2
17 26.2
21 32.3
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Accesability to neighborhood events
10 15.4 21.3 21.3
6 9.2 12.8 34.0
16 24.6 34.0 68.1
8 12.3 17.0 85.1
7 10.8 14.9 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
# of cultural events
5 7.7 10.6 10.6
4 6.2 8.5 19.1
16 24.6 34.0 53.2
12 18.5 25.5 78.7
10 15.4 21.3 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
 132
Participate in neighborhood decisions
5 7.7 10.9 10.9
8 12.3 17.4 28.3
13 20.0 28.3 56.5
6 9.2 13.0 69.6
14 21.5 30.4 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
2 3.1
17 26.2
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
participate in organizing neighborhood events
7 10.8 14.9 14.9
6 9.2 12.8 27.7
16 24.6 34.0 61.7
12 18.5 25.5 87.2
6 9.2 12.8 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Participate in organizing residents
6 9.2 12.8 12.8
7 10.8 14.9 27.7
17 26.2 36.2 63.8
9 13.8 19.1 83.0
8 12.3 17.0 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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express your opinions
8 12.3 17.0 17.0
7 10.8 14.9 31.9
15 23.1 31.9 63.8
8 12.3 17.0 80.9
9 13.8 19.1 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
express your neighborhoods position
6 9.2 12.8 12.8
8 12.3 17.0 29.8
17 26.2 36.2 66.0
8 12.3 17.0 83.0
8 12.3 17.0 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
access to political leaders
5 7.7 10.6 10.6
9 13.8 19.1 29.8
15 23.1 31.9 61.7
10 15.4 21.3 83.0
8 12.3 17.0 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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response of political leaders
5 7.7 11.1 11.1
3 4.6 6.7 17.8
13 20.0 28.9 46.7
12 18.5 26.7 73.3
12 18.5 26.7 100.0
45 69.2 100.0
3 4.6
17 26.2
20 30.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Make Friends
15 23.1 32.6 32.6
14 21.5 30.4 63.0
16 24.6 34.8 97.8
1 1.5 2.2 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
2 3.1
17 26.2
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
Have close relationships
14 21.5 29.8 29.8
13 20.0 27.7 57.4
15 23.1 31.9 89.4
5 7.7 10.6 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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socialize
7 10.8 15.6 15.6
5 7.7 11.1 26.7
16 24.6 35.6 62.2
9 13.8 20.0 82.2
8 12.3 17.8 100.0
45 69.2 100.0
3 4.6
17 26.2
20 30.8
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
have privacy
13 20.0 27.1 27.1
10 15.4 20.8 47.9
14 21.5 29.2 77.1
6 9.2 12.5 89.6
5 7.7 10.4 100.0
48 73.8 100.0
17 26.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
keep personal property free
10 15.4 21.3 21.3
7 10.8 14.9 36.2
9 13.8 19.1 55.3
7 10.8 14.9 70.2
14 21.5 29.8 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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exchange assistance
12 18.5 26.1 26.1
17 26.2 37.0 63.0
11 16.9 23.9 87.0
5 7.7 10.9 97.8
1 1.5 2.2 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
2 3.1
17 26.2
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
have property cared for
15 23.1 32.6 32.6
12 18.5 26.1 58.7
8 12.3 17.4 76.1
6 9.2 13.0 89.1
5 7.7 10.9 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
2 3.1
17 26.2
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
activities that improve
10 15.4 21.3 21.3
8 12.3 17.0 38.3
17 26.2 36.2 74.5
4 6.2 8.5 83.0
8 12.3 17.0 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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racial mix
9 13.8 19.1 19.1
11 16.9 23.4 42.6
19 29.2 40.4 83.0
6 9.2 12.8 95.7
2 3.1 4.3 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
social character
9 13.8 18.8 18.8
9 13.8 18.8 37.5
13 20.0 27.1 64.6
12 18.5 25.0 89.6
5 7.7 10.4 100.0
48 73.8 100.0
17 26.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
economic character
7 10.8 14.6 14.6
1 1.5 2.1 16.7
16 24.6 33.3 50.0
18 27.7 37.5 87.5
6 9.2 12.5 100.0
48 73.8 100.0
17 26.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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neighborhood stability
8 12.3 16.7 16.7
8 12.3 16.7 33.3
14 21.5 29.2 62.5
14 21.5 29.2 91.7
4 6.2 8.3 100.0
48 73.8 100.0
17 26.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
enjoy freedom from crime
4 6.2 8.3 8.3
11 16.9 22.9 31.3
9 13.8 18.8 50.0
9 13.8 18.8 68.8
15 23.1 31.3 100.0
48 73.8 100.0
17 26.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
SystemMissing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
 
neighborhood deal with crime
4 6.2 8.7 8.7
8 12.3 17.4 26.1
12 18.5 26.1 52.2
14 21.5 30.4 82.6
8 12.3 17.4 100.0
46 70.8 100.0
2 3.1
17 26.2
19 29.2
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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government deal with crime
3 4.6 6.4 6.4
6 9.2 12.8 19.1
12 18.5 25.5 44.7
12 18.5 25.5 70.2
14 21.5 29.8 100.0
47 72.3 100.0
1 1.5
17 26.2
18 27.7
65 100.0
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Valid
-99
System
Total
Missing
Total
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
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Vita 
 
Drew Christopher Thurman was born in Beckley, WV on December 29, 1975. He was 
reared in Beckley and went to Maxwell Hill Elementary School, Beckley Junior High 
School, and Woodrow Wilson High School for grade school, junior high, and high school 
respectively. He graduated from Woodrow Wilson High School in 1994. From there, he 
went The University of Tennessee, Knoxville and received a B.A. in sociology with a 
minor in political science in 1999 and a M.S. in planning specialized in community 
development in 2002. 
 
Drew has studied and is trained in the art of facilitation and worked with Knoxville’s 
community visioning project, Nine Counties One Vision (NC1V), as a facilitator. He is a 
member of the American Planning Association (APA). He also assisted the Community 
Partnership center (CPC) as a planner with their work on an Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) awarded to the community of Oak 
Ridge. 
 
Drew is currently preparing to enter service n the United States Peace Corps to assist 
non-governmental organizations (NGO’s) with environmental issues in Romania. 
